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This study evaluates the effectiveness of public 
library federal funding as a basis for recomnendations for 
isproveients in the federal system. Effectiveness is measured by: (1) 
state-by- State analysis of public library finance characteristics and' 
changes; ^(2) examination of the federal role and funding, 
particularly the Library Services and Construction Act (LSCA) in 
comparison with proposed Library Partnership ^ct of 1974; (3J 
inventory of state public library aid programs; analysis of the 

-impact of revenue sharing on local and state public library support; 
and (5) data from a questionnaire sent to chief library officers in 
each state. The study concludes that federal funding under the LSCA 
stnd revenue sharing have been moderately effective in isissi^ing public 
library servic.es to all citizens. Th6 basic recommendation is to 
revise the LSCA to assist states and localities in developing and 
distributing public library services as part of a national plan, and 
to expand network development. A bibliography and an index' of the 
fiscal capacities of tfre states are appended. (KP) 
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Prefatory Note 



^ This study presents the results of an evaluation of the 
effectiveneMT^ tl\e Federal funding of public libraries, and 

' \ r 

proposes the. general\design of revised system reflecting a 're- 



defined and moire sharply focussed Federa^ policy. The Library 

Service and Construction Act( (LSCA) and "its antecedent the 

Library Services Act have been the principal instruments of 
.Federal policy for ov6r two decades. Unless re-enacted/^ LSCA 

will terminate 'September 30 1977. The design of the^^nding 

program proposed iri this r(^port is intej^ded for review and 

consideration by the National Commiss.io*n on Libraries > ; 

arid Information Science^* representatives of the library 

community and other observers. The review process^ should A 

lead to preparation of draft legislation for Qarly consideration 

by the Congress. 

The report "includes a great amount iDf new data and informa- 
tionon. the performance of the present Federal public library 
funding' system ^nd its impact on sj:ate and l^cal .funding activities. 
These data have been included both to document the evaluation and 
to provide resource information for library service planners 
and administrators. The new data include ttie results of a state 
survey to obtain up-dated fiscal data and characteristics of state 
public iijbrary aid systems ^ and detailed information on general 
revenue sharing as it has affected public library financing at 
state and local levels. . ^ 
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.... . , • » • 

to the study effort. Special thanks are due'trON^he Chief 

fc_„ ; — : : : . —_- — . : ^ — , , 

Officers^ of State Library Agencifes (COSLA) who coopexated £u],ly 

with the study and supplied much inf^^rmation in response to the 
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also ^ue the members of a Study Advisory Committee who met 

three times 'diiring the study to provide guidance and to review . 

draft ra^erialsT^ Names of Study Advisory Conunittee Members 

appear on, the following page. While the contributions and 

guidance oi^ these individuals are gratefully acknowledged, 

^ responsibility for study, findings and recommen'dations , remain 

with Government Studie^ Systems (GSS) . *^ , . 

^ ' ^ .;v ^ 

In addition to the regular members of GSS staff who 
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Jiha, Nature i3£.^tJiie....Sj;.udY 



Bacter^ ^^iTiid ffl|p 4 Purpose 

The objective q€ this study is' to evaluate the 'effective- 
ness bl* Federal: funding^ of pjifalic libraries as a basls for 
/definitive repopnnendat'ions designed to improve the Federal 
fiscal support -systenti • \ , . - . ' 

There are a hviirlber of reasons why the study fpcusses on the 

... ^ , ■ ■ . . ■ . ~^ * ■ - 

■^Federal fiscal support system and 'wl^y it is timely. Federal • 



fiscal support under the Library Servifces and Constructiort Act j( 
<LSCA) was scheduled to* terminate in 1976, but, under Cangres- 
sional prdcedures/ it has- been Extended for one year. 
• General revenue , sharing /(GRS) r viewed by some as a substitute 



-vfor LSCA, wds.al.so scheduled to lapse in ^97 6. • Jibwever, Cohgres- 
{ional action, signed l^y President Fotd on October 13, 1976, 



S] 

. extended GRS^with some modifications, until 1980. It is important 
to evaluate} however, whether the "past, present, and prosfiective 
future allojcations of these- fundff have provided or are iikely ^to 
provide adequate or stable public library support. , 

' ' ' ^ Revision and/or re-enact*merit of the LSCA and GI^S fiscal 
programs are important, perhaps vital, factors* in the fiiture of 
public library financing. At p-lay is a changing scene of cakr ^ 

f cepts and application of broad 'rfew fiscal strategies affecting 
the pattern of intergovernmental fiscal relations in a variety 
of functional areas, including public libraries. 



ERLC 



(l).Under existing Congressional procedures, the program is auto- 
matically continued for an additional year at the same funding 
level if no legislative action is taken. The September 30, 'l976 
override of President Ford's veto of the Dept. of Labor - HEW 
appropriatio|ps bill provides $60.2 million for LSCA in FY. 1977; 

" ' I 



\ 11 



J - 



A^ll too frequently, new, far-reaching fiscal strategies are 
implemented without adequate information on either 'the . 
current fiscal conditions and status within any functional 
area> or any real assessment of the 'future impact of par- 
ticular fiscal policy' change, Agencies^charged with functional 
and service delivery resppnSibilities should ^asse'ss the finan- 
cial systems that support their service area as ajbasis 
for ^recommending any needed change. It is particularly 
important for public ♦ library agencies to evaluate tlieir 
f iscair support^system in the light of changing intergovernmental 
fiscal conditions and issues! Public library services are taken 
too raucK for granted: almost no one is opposed to the public 
library, l3ut the active constituency, informed on fiscal support 
problems and possibilities is qul'te limited in size. ^ 

^Quite apart £rom fiscal oons^ideratipns, "^here are other 

factors that make "the subject^ timely . Formulation In, 

• f - ' " \ / 

1975 by the National C9mmission on^Librarie^k- and Inform?ition 

Science (NCLIS) of k recommended national program f^r libraries 

and information services provides positive and lang- 

range objectives for^the Vedef inition of the Fecjera^ role 

and -f'isdal support position. The Commission rightly points 

out that there is at present* rfo national program for the, ^ 

develcfpment of library and information services/ and that 

there is indeed a need to insure 'future development .of 

'library resources in "a cohesive manner according to a national 

• plan". ^-"-^ ' ' .. 



^ T oward a National Program for Library and Information 
*SerT7ices: Goals for Action, NCLIS, 1975, p. 39: 



The Commission cites eight broad objectives which must 
be achieved if the recommended national progrfim is to be ^ 
more than words on paper. Appropriately/ the first of these • • 
objectives is to "ensure that ba^c' minimums of library knd 
. inf orihat ion .services , adequate to meet the needs of all- 
. Ipcal'eoramunities are satisfied". This objective goes to 

the heart ofN:he issue of p*tfp.ding an adequate t)ublic ^ • 

tlibrary. financing system.' NCLI3 cannot crea-te a national 

program if there are not adequate library and information 

'• ■ . ■ • • 

services at the local level. A^t^te or national network of 

'library services has only limited utility if -it is not a 
rinkage to augment and^ supplement the services of strong 
local library ^init^. ' It i« in this context that, the need 
to evaluate €he effectiveness of Federal funding of public 
libraries and to proyide definitive recommendations for an 

, improved fiscal support should be seen> . 

' NCLIS has also been charged with the responsibility 
of designing and^ conducting a White House Conference on 
Library and Information Sciences as the capstone of con- 
ferences held in each of the states. Public library fiscal 
■ support problems are likely to be high|..on conference agendas. 
Results of the evaluation of federal funding, of libraries 
and new directions for the future should be available for , 
conference consideration. . ' ■ . ♦ 
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Basic Ajssmnptions and Constraints . » . 

♦ . ' • ,' . 

This study is not based on a de novo approach to the 

subject of. a Federal role and fiscal support system for 

public librarp.es. There has been a significant amount of 

prior research and writing on the general question of the Federal 

role in public library financing. The research on which 

this report is based was designed as an extension^ supple- 

mentation and addition to earlier studies relevant to the 

objective cited above. 
• 

A paper^ "Basic Issues in the Governmental Financing 
of Public Library Services" , ^ prepared by Government 
Studies & Systems (GSS), explored the question from a broad 
perspective, but it was limited to the delineation and 
illumination of key underlying factors. * It did not include 
the development of specific recommendations for their resolu- 
tion. A more recent study also prepared by GSS^ was fopussed 
on alternatives for .financing the public library^ and produced 
the^^ollowing summary of five alternative funding options. ^1 
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1 . Status quo 

(a) zero funding of LSCA; complete reliance on 
revenue sharing 

(b) continuation of LSCA at current or reduced 
levels 



Retrenchment of the Federal governmental financing 
role ' . s 

(a) no Federal funds for public lilpraries and no. 
Federal policy with respect to public library 
development ' - 



^"^^ B asic Issues in t he Governmentdl Financing pf Pub lic / 
Libraries , Government studies & Systems, Philadelphia , Pa . , 

Alternatives for Flriancing the P^ublic Library ^ prepared ) ^ 
for NCLIS by Government Studies & Systems, May 1974 p iii 

14 



(b) variable pattern of state ancl local support 
depending upon interest and fiscal capacity 

(c) heavier reliance upon fe^s, fines and organ?.2ed 
voluntary support 

3. Federalized system of libraries: 75-90% level 

(a) direct Federal funding Recording to Federal 
standards ' 

(b) strategic and directed distribution of .public 
library siervices to achieve uniform cove^-age : 

(c) coordinated funding and func4:ional planning 
of public libraries with other library fund- \ 
ing programs under ESEA Title IV-rB and the 
Higher Education Act . . • 

(d) full devel-opment and employment of technology 
' to maximize services at lowest cost 

(e) authority structure related to Library of 
Congress 

4. dominant state f unding role: " 75-90% level 

(a) minimal Federal role and func^ing 

(b) limited Federal funding geared to inter-state 
fiscal disparities . 

(c) relief of local tax burden for libraries 

(d) fuller utilization of untapped state tax 
resources ^ 

5. Balanced intergovernmental funding system-Federal, 
state and local 

(i) increased. Federal support to meet upgraded 
library service and development needs 

(b) revised LSCA to reflect strengthened Federal 
role and mahdate, coordinated Federal statd 
planning for a national program of public 
library services 

(c) increased >state support to reflect prime 
responsibility for public library maintenance 

• arid development 

(d) decreased local support role 

(e) Staged approach over ten-year period to achieve 
improved/ balance in intergovernmental funding 
pattern ^ndin^ with Federal-20 percent, state- 

V, 50 percerft, and local 30 percent of a progress- 

''\ * ively elevated national expenditure for improved 

■ ^ , ' and expanded public library services 
*' 

Advantages and disadvantages of each of the above options^ 
were examined. The conclusion was that, in the light of 
library -service a^nd developmental requirements, a balanced 
and strengthened intergovernmental system was the preferred 
option . • , . 15" 



if ' ■ . ■ 

The works of many othqi;^*' persons and agencies \4ve \ 

also provided much inf o'irmajtion on aspects of the puV|iic 

■tf."' ■ ■ ■ ■ \ 

library funding issue, F^qent analyses by Robert W.lFrase, 

Genevieve Casev/ James Fi^, Joseph f/ Schubert, AllTe^ 

4 ■ : ' •' ' ' T 

Beth Martin, and others,/ provide us'eful material ana data. 
The Systems Development Corporation report evaluati^ig jpSCA 
is an additional source. At the close of 1974, the Gfenerai^ \ 
Accounting Of f ice * (GAO) 'published a report "-federal library '---^ 
Support Programs: Progress and Problems.", The GAO analysis' of 
LSCA was limited to onLy two states: Ohio and Michigan. ^ feecommen-l 
dationg were addressed to the Secretary of HEW as follows: " ' \ 



ftectuire the State Library agencies to make statewide 
assessments of the needs for public libraijY services ^* 
arid rank local libraries accordingly as a Iprerequisitev * 
to llistributing LSCA Title I funds, 

* Insure that the state library agencies are giving 
appropriate priority^ consideration to urban and rural 
disadvantaged persons when distributing LSCA Title I 
funds, ^ 

While. this study is designed to extend and supplement 
these and other research efforts, it is not necessarily 
limited or constrained by earlier findings and r^commencjations 



The analysis begins with the assumption that, there is a 
FedeTal interest and role in the funding of the public 
library and that some type of intergovernmental support system 
is required. It accepts this conclusion on the basis of earlier 
analyses of the role and function of the public l^ibrlary in 



TT) ^ . 

"Federal Library Support Programs : Progress and 'Problems " 
General Accounting Office,^ Dec, 30 , 1974 , p, 27* . ^ 
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today's society, the status and pat(tel:n of the present 
funding system, and application of the i>ublic goods theory" 
to funding system, alternatives. The particular f bi:us' of-the 
arialysis is the Federal role and support^ system. However, 
this study recogniies ^nd includes within its analytic 
;^ramework a review of state public library financing 
mechanisiT]^ and impact analysis at the local jurisdictional 
level. * . ..^ X . 

Approach and Methodology ' ^ . 

The' Objective of 'assessing effectiveness and preparing 

t' ' »>, 

improvements in the Federal funding system focusses initial 

attention on. the measure of effectiveness to be utilized.. , 

It is obviously unrealistic, given time and budget . 

constfaintsv to measure effectiveness at the impact or 

readership level, yet this ultimate measure of ' effectiveness 

should not be ignored. The basic question to be answered 

ds closely related to the stated objective in ■th^'* LSCA: 

It is the purpose pf this Act to assist the States 
in the extension and improvement of public library 
services in* areas of the States which are wittiput 
such services or in which such services are itvaJdeqliate, 
'and with public library construction, , and in the; ittprove- 
mertt of such other State library services as libifary 
services for physically ii^icapped, institutionalized, 
^nd ^disadvantaged persons, in strengthening State 
library administrative agencies, and in promo.ting ^ ^j^j 
interlibrary cooperation among all types of libraries. 

In this context, the basic measure of effectiveness is the 

extent to which Federal funds 'are used to improve and equalize 

the. access of all citizens to library and information- services 



—I ' ; 1 ■ 

^"'^^ Library. Services and t:onstruction Act (20 USC 351) , as 
amfended. Sec. 2 (a) > ' 



coimnensurate with their particular and special needs. 
Effectiveness^ and strengths and weaknesses of the present 



systioSn Hill be assessed by means of: 



1. .a state7by-s 
of public li 



tate and regional overview analysis 
brary finance characteristics and chanties' 
featuring trends , compari sorts of expenditures by 
/level of government source oft financina, compari- 
spns'of ^tate public library aid with other state-aid 
/ -amounts, and^ ^tate expenditure patterns per capita 
/ and in relation 'tb incoriie; u 

2. , examination of the Federal role and funding' mech- 

anisms featuring an evaluation of, LSCA and a com- 
parison of LSCA with the conception underlying the 
legislation proposed ' (but never Considered .by , the 
Congress) as th^ Library^ Partnership Act; ' 

3. dt^ irtvqntory and assessment of state' library /aid 
programs to determine the ^extent to which they/ 
in relation to LSCA. Are effective in support ands 
development of local public library services ; and" 

4. a special detailed- analysis of the- itnpact of 



general revenue sharing funds *(GRS) oil^ublic 
^ library support at the; state and local ' level . 

The las-t of the analyses m^pntioned marks the. first . . 
"hard data" analysis to assess ahS quantify the impact of dRS 
funds, and thi6 evaluation is of special importance to the 

'measurement of Federal f'und"ing system effectiveness,. The 
State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 was eited by 
the Nixon Admini'stration as-^a substitute for LSCA. ' Public 

. LiBraries were included as one ofl the "priority expenditures" 
authorized in the Act for the guidance of iQcal government 
recipients, of GRS funds. public llibrary expeoditure^patterns 
before and after GRS are ^amined in order to quantify impact. 

The methodology involved development and use of two 

•' . , ^ ... 

new 'sources of bajsic data. In the GRS ^impact analysis, the 
0;Efice of Revenue Sharing' s computer tape of reported 

' ' ' ' . '• ' • 

' . , "l8 ■.: ■ t8- • 



actual use GRS tunds by each state and local government 
was used -to determine the amount'of such funds expended 
for libraries. In' conjunction with this and the other, 
analysis components/ a special detailed survey questionnaire 
was sent to the chief library officer in each state. All - 
but a few states provided the information requested. 



\ 
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Overview of Public Library Finamie 
Characteristics and Issues / 



Disparities in th^istribution of Public Librar y Services 

Preliminary tabulations from the recently completed 
survey (1974) of public libraries by the National Center for 
Educati&n Statistics (NCBS) provide updated information on/ 
tJhe numbers, distribution, service -actiAyJiies-and-ej?^^ 
of public libraries in the yn>t€d States. ^ 

Survey data show that" in 1974, there were more, thari 8 , 300 public 
libraries staffed by sorae'^ 8^,000 ' full-time-professionayr and 
non-professionals throughout" the Nation. Total expenditures 
reported for 1974 was $1,114 million of which 53 percent r^e- 
sented salaries and wages. 

. The distribution of* libraries and total library expenditures 
among urban, suburban and rural communities is shown in Table 1, • , 

below., • ' ■ ' . 

* • Table 1 

♦ ■ *^ i 

Distribution of Public Libraries and Library Expenditures 
Inside and Outside of Standard Metropolitan 
■" ^ Statistical Areas (SMSA's) 









Total 




Area . 


Number* ' 
Libraries 




Expenditures 
($MillionS) 


% 


within SMSA-Central 
(Urban) 


611 


7.3 


612.7 ' 


55.0 


• 

within SMSA-Other 
(Suburban) ■, 


2,279 


27.4 


308.9 


27.8 


other than SMSA . 
(Rural) 


5,417 


. 65.3 


192.0 


17.2 


• TOTAL: 


8,307 


100.0 


1 ,11^. 6 


100.0 



* Number of libraries reported excludes branch units: this affects 
particularly the total reported for central SMSA s. 

SOURCE": NCES 1974 Survey of Public Libraries, Preliminary Re- 
O ' lease dated January 28, 197'6. , ' -10- 
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Prettminaryw analyses of survey data iticide available' by ' 
NCES show a wide ^variation in per capita expenditures among 
the 'nation ' s 8 , 307 public libraries. A-s shywn in Table 2, 
over 40 percent of alT^^ublic libraries were supported by a 
per^capita expenditure of less than $3.00. More than two- 
thirds of all public libraries were supported by a p^ capita 



expenditure of less than $5.0.0. The median per cjapita ex- 
penditure was $3.28. ^ — 

Table 2 



Number and Percent of Public Libraries 
by Total Expenditures Per Petson- 
in Population of Area. Served, 197 4 

jm \ Number of \ * 

. Libraries ^ Per cent 



/I 



^ • , - ' — ] 

Less- than $1.00 ' . 69*1 ^^—^-^ 8«3 

$1.00 - 2.99 ^ * '2,694 32.5 

3.00 - 4.99- • I '2,273 ' « 27.4 

5.00 - 6* 99 ^ ■ 1,004 12.1 

7. 00 - 8.99 617 * J7.4 

9.00 -11.99 435 3-2 

12.00 -14.99 218 2.6 

More than $15.00 375 4.5 • 

8,307 100.0 

Source; Preliminary analysis of 1974 survey data made availably 
by NCES. 

The NCES survey data provides the, basis for comparing 
per capita expenditures of publijc libraries within and ex- 
ternal to st:andard metropolitan statistical areas (SMSA's) 
as follows: W 

(Millions) Expenditure 
Area ' Expenditures 1970 Population Per Capita 

Inside SMSA's $ 921.6 ^ 139,419,000 $6.61 
Outside SMSA's 192. 0 6 3,793,000 ,3.01 

Totals $1,113.6 103,212,000 ■\ 5.48 

These wide disparities irt per capita expendlitures suggest 
the existence of serious inequities in the distribution of public 
library services, notwithstanding the 20 year history of LSCA and 
the increasing number of state public library aicj programs. 



Among local jurisdictions, disparities in the distribution of 
essential go'vernmental services may be relat-^d to either differential 
need for services or varying tax base capacity to provide services, • 
or both, urban jurisdictions, for example, are increasingly caught 
in the trap of growing service requirements arid a shrinking tax base. 
These situations are proper concerns of the t^x and subsidy policies 
of both Federal and state governments. 

- ■ The Elementary and Secondary ^Education Act ^f 1965, for example, 

1 ■ ■ \ . 

recognized the fact that poverty yas closely associated with low educa 

tional achievement. That Act established a Federal role and subsidy ; 
system designed to target additional* funds into school districts 
to' meet the- special educational needs related to poverty. The ^ 
Serraiio-Priest case in the California Supreme Court and the 
Rodriguez case^in the U.S. Supreme Court added ^ constitutional 
dimension to the issue of disparities in educational services 
offered by local jurisdictions. Basically these cases, a^d 
many similar ones in various s£ates, have demonstrated that dis- 
parities in edupational service^ caused by, or| related to, diffe- 
rences in local taxable wealth- must bfe eliminated. States have 
the responsibility and obligation to cdrreet these, inequities. 
Resolution'of this issue in education finance^ will increasingly 
affect intergovernmental fiscal relations in other service 
areas,' such as public libraries ,. for which the state bears 
•primary legal responsibility. States may indeed delegate respon- 
• sibildty to. local governmenti to provide essential services, but 
they may not -allow wide disparities to exist as a result of wide 
difference? in servioe ..needs or taxing capacity of local jurisdic- 
tion^ to finance such services 



The implications drawn from these broaci overyiew data on 
Federal role and fiscal support issues related to the public 
library include the following : 

1,. There is a wide disparity in public* iTbrary 

service expenditures among urban and non-urban 
communities . 

2; Problems in effecting an equitabljB distribution arid 
financzng of public library services' are quite com- 
. t>arablfe ^to those in .^distrfbut'in^arnd 'financing 
educational services. Gbvermnentar mandates and 
fiscal systems required to achieve an equitable 
distribution of public library service need to be 
strengthened. 

3. Urban jurisdictions can be characterized as having 

a differentially high need and/ increasingly, a . 

* . ■ J 

shrinking tax base capacity ^ ^support, a full range 
of services. Suburban governments have increasing 

^ demand for services and/ in most instances,.- they have 

more adequate fiscal capacity to meet such demands. 
Rural communities have the' traditional problem of 
service organization and delivery^to meet dispersed 
demandi^'. This characteristic .justifies at ^east 
comparable per capita costs, yet the data show much 

^ lower such expenditures. ^. 



Comparative Analysis of Public Library Expenditures 

* ■ * ■ 

On a national basis, it has been shown that serious 

disparities exist in the distribution of public library 
services. There^ are also clear indications that library 
services, in terms of amount and trends' in expenditures, 
are in an inferior and deteriorating position, compared * 
^with other relatdrd and, contrasting state ^&hd' local. govern-^ 
ment services. Table; 3 $hows total' governmental expend^- ' 
tures'-^dt .'19,67, 1.972 and i97'4 • f or five selected state and 
local governmental functions,: public libraries, local 
/ school^, health and hospitals, pplice, and local parks 
and recreation. Avierage annual rate of change in expendi- 
tures between 1967-1972 and between 1972-1974 are also 
shown. 

Generally,^ the data show that public library expendi- 
tures are the lowest of the five services and represent 
only about .5 percent of total- expenditures for the group 
in each of the three years.' The $518 million spent for 
library services in 1967 represerits .55 percent of the 
$93^,350 million total for the group. In a period of 
rising costs and inflation, this percentage declined to 
.48 percent in 1972 and held steady at *48 percent in 1974. 
Thus, public libraries get a very small "bite" of the 
total expenditure^g for this .group of services, and the 
size of the "bite" decreased in 1974 compared to 1967. 
This is true even though total expenditures for the group 
' increased from $93.4 million to $199.0 million, a whopping 
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Table 3 



■ M 



Comparison of Expenditures jot Selected State and Local Government 
Functions, 1974, 1972 and 1967 



1 t 




(in millions) 


• • 


T 

..f 


f 

^ / 
1 


1974*; 


t 

V 

'' ' V 
19^2 


• 

196^ 


Average Ahnuft 
Rate of Change 
1972-74 ' 


./ ■ '.' 

Average Annual 
, Rate of Cl»rige 
1967-72 • 


Total General Expenditure 


$198,959 


$168,549 , 


$93,350 


' 8.65% 


12.54% 


Public libraries* 


968 


816 , 


•/ 518 


8.92 


9.51 . 


. Local schools 
health and hospitals 


53,059 
15,495 


46,671 
13,023 


27,5V 
" 6,640 • . 


6.62 
9.08 


' 11.09 
14.42 


Police 


7,289- 


6,005 


3,049 


■ 10.17 


' 14:52 ■ 


Local parks and recreation ^ 


• 2,951 


2,318 
121,873 , 


1,291 


* 

.12,83 


12.42 ,. 


Total Excljiding Local Schools 
> 


145,900 


65,760 


9.41 


13.13 
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♦It should be 'noted that the total expenditure for public libraries using Census of Government data dif- 
fers from totals developed from the state survey perfomed as a. part of this study (see table 4). The 
variation can be explained by differences in reporting nomenclature and any sampling procedures related^ 
to Census figures. The data series are internally consistent and can be used separately for analysis 
■ and interpretation. , 

**1975 Data available to date to be included in this table indicates .continuation of the pattern under in- 
flationary impact. Public library expenditures for 1975 was $1.12 billion - up 15.6 percent over 1974, 
but still lower than increases for other services. 

Source: Bureau of the Census, Governmental Finances in 1973-74 ; Census of Governments, 1967 , Vol 4, No. 5; 
, Compendium of Government Finances; and Census of Governments, 1972 , Vol 4, No. 5! Compendium 
of Government Finances.. ' , . • 



.113 percent, during this period. Public library expenditures 

.increased by 87 percent duriag the period. The a\Arage annual 

rate of change in expenditures was lower (+9.51 percent) for 

. * ... ' \ ^ . ■ 

public libraries than for any of the other service areas 

shown in Table 3^ and significantly lower than the tdtal 
^xpenditurie average (+12.54 percent) between 1967 and 1972. In 
the two year period 1972-1974 ^ there was a general slow down 
iii the growth of governmental expenditures so that the average 
annual rate of ^^change ir\ total' general expenditures declined 
fr9in +12 54 percent to +8 . 65 percent between 1972-1974. Of tl^e 
services^ shown ^ the sharpest decline in expenditure growth was 
in- local schools during this two year period.. 'Next to local 
schools^ the average annual increase in public library expendi- 
tures was lower than any other of the service areas included 
in this analysis. 

Essentially^ this analysis of expenditures by functional 

* » • 

or service areas offers some confirmation that public libraries 

are not doing well .in competition for the local tax foliar. It 

is still true^ of course ^ that collectively local governments 

provide the major part of public library fiscal support. However ^ 

the fiscal crunch is on and it impacts most severely on local 

governments. The primary source of local revenues is still the 

redl estate tax and it. is the .inelasticity (and shrinkage in 

many cases) of this tax against a rising tide of increasing 

service costs, and inflationary pressures which accentuates the 

fiscal problem. The service areas included in this analysis are 

all heavily reliant on local government revenues. Local schools ^ 

health ani? hospitals ^ and police services are priority items in the 

-16- 
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local govfernment budget-making process. The data show that ^ 

these service areas are also feeling the crunch of rising 

costs and limited local tax resources. PulDlic libraries ^ 

along with local parks and recreation^ received only a 

lAiniscule portipn of local revenues. Of these two areas ^ 

local parks and recreation fared better. The data fifhow that* 

of the five service areas; only parks and recreation had an 

increase in the average^ annual growth rate in expenditures 

between 1972 a/nd 1974, compared to the period 1967-72 . It 

also should be noted that expenditures for 1974 reflect^ for 

the first^time, the impact of GRS funds. The extent to ' 

which GRS /funds are used as a substitute for local tax revenues 

will later be discussed. At this point it can be observed^ 

however, that the priority status of public libraries under 

the GRS program was not sufficient to elevate its expenditure \ 

position over the other service' areas included in this analysis. 

^ . ^ . *. ' • - 

g^ate-by-State Analysis of Public Library Expenditures 

While a slightly different number of states reported total 

public library expenditures in each year shown on Table 4, 

it is apparent that total reported expenditures' increased in 

each of the three years 1972, 1974/ and 1975. This finding is 
V ' 

♦partially confirmed by the increase in expenditures based 

on Census data, as shown in Table 3. It should be noted that 

while Table 4 expenditures are identified as state and local, they 
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. . . . V Table 4 

State and Local Expenditures for Public Libraries, 
. ' ^ ' 1972, 1974 and 1975, by States axid Htegions 



(Dollar amounts in Thousands) 



1* 





Total Expenditures 


State 


1975 


1974 


1972 




,105 


f744 ^ 


1«006 


,365 


856 


,636 


New Eng.lar\d: ^ 


59 


, 196 


76 


. 519 


fid 


n A n 
, u o u 


Maine 


5 


, 501 


4 


,872- 


■> 
J 


<^ "5 9 


New Hampshire 


N 


• A. 


N 


• A , 




• A • 


Vermont , 


N 


• A • 


M 


• A • 




• A. 


M A a O m 110 a' 4- ^ n 

na s> s acnus 6 u u S 


47 


r 729 


A 1 


, 14 J. 


36 


.171 


ruioue isianQ 


5 


r966 


5 


r396 


5 


rllO 


i..onn6<Cuicuu \ • 


N 


.A, 


25 


flip 


19 


,247 




305 


,643 




7 90 




, 486 


New York . 


176 


r250 


' 159 

X ^ 7 


r 876 


140 


n77 


New Jersey 




r 453 


A 7 


f O J u 


J3 


7 "5 <; 

, /JO 


Pennsylvania 


42 


972 


3Q 


d 1 ^ 


JO 


OA 1^ 


Delaware _ 
rici£^yj.anu 


N 

3 7 
J ^ 


X 

• A • 

3 Do 


N 


• A* 

pn 7 


N 

9 <^ 


.A. 

79 fi 


ureat LaKesi: 


253 


268 


^ J 1 


p U O 7 


1 On 
1^0 


p 800 


nicnigan 


4 53 i 


188 


48 , 


550 


37 


764 


Ohio c 


67 


252 


' 64 


r J 'J J 


DO 


^ pfi 

r 0 oo 


Indiana 


29 


208 


27 


r 258 


95 


000 


Illinois 


7 9 


314 




oo 1 


49 


p 510 


Wisconsin 


■a 1 
Jl , 


1 UO 


27 


047 


21 


, 839 


Plains I 


64 


537 


DD , 


1 07 
1 u / 




CO 1 * 
r 3y 1 


Minnesota 


22 i 


013 




P71 

Oil. 


1 P 
lo 


uuo 


Iowa 


13 . 


062 


11 ( 


ndp 

U 4 O 


N. 


A. 


Missouri 


17, 


814 


16 . 


663 


15 
X □ , 


O 3 u 


North Dakota r:^ 


— » 


324 


1 

1 


q 80 


1 

1 1 


7 ft I ' 


south Dakota 


2, 


603 


3, 


043 


2. 


738 


Nebraska 


* 6, 


721 


5, 


315 


4, 


493 


Kansas 


N . 


A 


p 


187^ 


' 1 


ool 


Southeast: 


136, 


848 


1 25 
l^D , 


7 Qf; 


07 


0/0 


Virginia 


26, 


469 




7 9 


lb , 


c c n 
300 


West Virginia 


N. 


A. 


4, 


813 


3, 


617 


IT An ^11 IF 

ivcnuucjcy 


, 15, 


351 


,9, 


787 


8, 


387 


Tennessee 


12, 


680 ' 


13, 


057 


8, 


931 


North Carolina^ ' ^ 


18, 


820 


16, 


04 9 


12,' 


192^ - 


South Carolina 


6^ 


497 


5, 


866 


6, 


4 39^ 


Georgia 


19, 


348 


17, 


970 


13, 


54 5 


Florida 


N. 


A. 


N. 


A. 


N. 


A. 


Alabama 


9, 


331 


7, 


963* 


6, 


185 


Mississippi ^ 


8, 


152 


7, 


506 


5, 


139 


Louisiana 


14, 


680 


13, 


896 


12, 


931 


Arkansas j 

'■ ! 


5, 


520 


4, 


157 


3, 


744 


Southwest: 1 


40, 


282 


31, 


885 


26, 


207 ^'^^ 


/Mr 1 A Kama 

OKianoma 


N.A. 


N.i 






Pi, 


Texas 

New Mexico^ 


35, 


844 


28, 


282 




364 


4, 


438 


3, 


603 


2, 


843 


Arizona 


N.A. 


N.A. 


N.A.' 


Rocky Mountain: 


33, 


607 


26, 


992 


21, 


609 


Montana 


3, 


161 


2, 


812 


2, 


616 


Idaho 


3, 


747 


2, 


944 


2, 


332 


Wyoming 


3, 


264 


2, 


639 


2, 


563 


Colorado 


15, 


865 


11, 


451 




654 


Utah 


7, 


57 0 


7, 


146 


1; 


444 


Far West: 


206, 


781 


169, 


051 


158, 


172 


Washington 


28, 


338 


26, 


652 


22, 


677 


Oregorr 


10, 


441 


^8, 


703 


7, 


675 


Nevada 


2, 


640 


2, 


561 


2, 


038 


California 


165, 


362 


131, 


135 


125, 


782 


Alaska 


N. 


A. 


N. 


A. 


N. 


A. 


' Hawaii 


' 5, 


582 


°6, 


218 


5, 


041 



^ . ' , , Footnotes: See page 18a. 
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General note: 



Public library expenditure data used in. Table 4, 5 and 6 . /• 
were obtained through a special questiormaire survey of 
Chief State Library Officers in each state. At the time 
of report preparation, five states (New Hampshire, Delaware/ 
.Florida, Oklahoma, and Arizona) had not responded to the 
questionnaire. Alaska and Vermont could not provide com- 
plete expenditure data for any of the three years. In four 
other states (Connecticut, Iowa, Kansas and West Virginia) 
data werelrnot available for certain years. Expenditure 
data were reported by source of funds used and certain 
definitions should be noted: 

a. Federal source expenditures includes LSCA funds, 
' any other Federal library programs and General 

Revenue Sharing (GRS) funds distributed to states 
and used specifically for public library purposes. 

b. State expenditures include only those paid from 
. state revenue sources. V • 

c. Local expenditures were compiled by the Chief 
State Library Officers. These totals may include 
expenditures from local GRS funds. 



Footnotes : 



1. Massachusetts 1972, 1974 and 1975 local government 
expenditures for libraries reported as representing 
approximately 90 percent of the stage's municipalities 
and excludes capital outlays. 

2. Maryland expenditures exclude capital outlays. 

3. FJtiJ^igan 197 5 data includes 197 4 carry forward federal 
funds. ; / 

4. Michigan 1974 data includes impoundment funds from 
1973. 

5. Indiana 1972 expenditure data reported from local own 
source reven s is for Calendar Y6ar 1972. 

6. Minnesota local expenditure data do not include capital 
outlays. 

7. North Carolina 1975 expenditures from federal sources 
includes FY 197 3 (supp.) and FY 197 4 federal funds. 

8. North Carolina 1974 expenditures from federal sources 
includes some FY 1973 funds. 

9. New Mexico 197 5 data was adjusted after letter inquiry 
to the state. 
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include Federal funds provided through LSCA^ GRS and other ' 

■ •• ' ' ' • " . ^ 

library support programs. Total expenditures for 1975^ with 
40 states reporting^ was $1.1 billion - 10 percent higher than . 
the $r. 0 billion reported as the total expenditure for the 43 
states reporting- data for 1974. (See Table 4) • Ina972, with 
42 states reporting/ total expenditures were significantly ^ 
lower at $856 million. " • : . ■ 

"\ \ . ■ . ^ , • ■ ^ 

Oh a regional basis, based on. totals for 38- states. report- 
xng expenditures for all three years, as shown in Table 4A, all 
regions showed iricreases in expenditures in the two year period, " 
I9727I974. Five regions showed increases of between 21 and 29 
percent, and the total for all 38 states increased by 16 percent. 
All regions, excluding Hawaii, continued to show substantial in- 
creases between 1974-1975. In this one yerar period, the iricreases 
- • ■ ■ y ' - , • , ' ■ 

in ^ix regions were at least as great percentage-wise as in the 

precieding two year period. Expenditures in.Hawaii decreased in 
1975 by 10 percent. The 1975 total for the 38 states increased . 
14 perc^ent compared to 16 percent over the preceding two years. 

'On a state-by-state basis, between 1972 and 1974 public ^ > 
library expenditures increased in 41 states. One state (South 
Carolina) reported a decrease. In 17 states expenditures in^- 
creased 1-15 percent, and in 23 states the increase was between 
16 and 50 percent.. One state (Utah) reported an increase of 
61 percent. Expenditures tended to continue to increase between 
1974 and 1975. Of 40 states reporting expenditures for 1975, 
three states reported *a decrease, 19 reported increases between 
1-15 p^rcenty 17 reported increases between 16 and 50 percent^ 
and one state (Kentucky) reported ^n increase of 57 percent. 

ERIC — \ ' 



Table 4 A 

State and Local PubTi^>-J^ibrary Expenditures 



1972V 1974, and 1975, by Region J 



ay 



Total Expenditures (in thousands) 



■ » . .. 

Region 


197& 


Change 


1974 


Change 


. l y 7 j: 


New England ' 


. 59,196 


+15% 


51,409 


+15% 


44,813^ 


Mid Eiist 


305,643 


+12 


273,729 


+13 . 


:242,486 


Great Lakes 


253, 2oo 




iS J J. f U O !7 


+21 


190.800 
^ J \j f \j \j \j 


Plains 


-51,475 


+12 


45,872 


+7 


,42,710- 


Southeast 


136,848 


+13 


.120,983 


+29 


94,053. 


Southwest 


40,202 


+26 


31,885 


+2? 


26,207 


Rocky Mountains 


.33,f07', 


+25 


26,992 


. +25 


21,609 


Far West 


206,781 


+22 


i69,051 


+ 7 


158,172 


. . (2) 
Alaska-Hawaii \ - 


5,582^ 


-10 


6,218 


+23 


5,041 


Total (38 states) - 


1,^)92,682 


. .^14 


957,208 


+ 16 


, 825,891 A 















Footnotes: ^ ^ 

(1) Regional and U.S. totals include only those states for which ex- 
penditure data w^re available for all 3year^ shown. Thus, total^ 
for New England, Plains, and Southeast Regions, and the U.S. totals 
differ from those in Table 4. A total of 38 states are included. 



(2) 



The Alaska-Hawaii' Region includes data only for Hawaii. 



Source: Table 4, 
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The percentage increase in expenditures in tqp two year period 
1972-1974 was excee<^ed by the increase betwee^ 1974 and 1975 in 
18 states. 

The. general conclusion is that during ,thi 4 three year 
period of rising costs/ inflation and a levelinb h€4^of LSCA 
fvinds, public library expenditures increased in most states. 



General revenue sharing funds became availa^^^or the firs 



time during this period. and , as later analyses' wili indicate, > 
provided some assistance to statte and local governments in meet- 
ing rising costs. and program expansion needs. 

An earl^ier report, based on Census data fpr. 1971-72, indicated 
that the distribution of public library costs was 7' percent Federal, 
12 percent state and 81 percent local. ^''"^ * In vaew of the more re- 
cent pattern of expenditure increases and the reduction of Federal 
support under LSCA, it is important to examine the distribution of 
increased costs as between state and local governments. 



Distribution of Library Expen4^itures by Source 

Nationally, as shown by Table 5, there has been a shift in 
the source of public library financing toward the state. A suit^- 
mary of the percentage* distributions for 1972, 1974 and 1975 is 
as follows: 

Source " 1975 ' 1974 ^ 1972 r 

■ ^ — " • 

Federal 5.0% 4.3 % ' 5.8 % 

State 12.-9 12.4 ' 10.8 

Local 82.1 83.3 83.4 

\ . . ^ . 

V 

• . • \ • 



(1) 



Alternatives for Funding the Public Library , Government siudies 
& Systems, page 35, Table 3. 
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Table 5 



Percent Distribution of Expenditures for Public Libraries by 
Governmental Source of Financing, by States and Regions, 1972, 1974 and 1975 



State 



Percent . Distribution 
1975 



Federal 1 Sta^e | Local 



Percent Distribution 
1974 

Federal | State | Local 



Percent Distribution 

.1972 



Federal 



State 



Local 



United States 

New )Sngland: 
. Maine 

Hew Hanpshire 

Vermont 

. Massachusetts^ 
Rhode Island 
Connecticut 



5.0 

3,5 
11.1 
N.A. 
N.A. 
' 1.9 
10.1 
N.A. 



12.9 

12.7 
20.1 
N.A. 
N.A. 
11.1 
18.6 
N.A. 



82. 1 

83.8 
68.8 
N.A. 
N.A. 
87.0 
71.3 
N.A. 



4.3 


12.4 


3.9 


12.6 


11.3 


19.6 


N.A. 


N.A( 






14.1 


16.3 


3.1 


10'. 2 



83.3 

83.5 
69.1 
N.A. 
N.A. 
85.0 

69.6 
86.7 



.5.8 

4.8 
10.9 
N.A. 
N.A. 

l^.'O 
4.2 



10.8 

13.4 
8.7 
N.A. 
N.A. 
14.2 
21.5 
10.6 



83.4 

81.8 
80.4 
N.A. 
N.A. 
8 2.1 
68.5 
85.2 



Mideast: 
New York 
New Jersey 
.Pennsylvania 
Delaware 
Mai:ylan<P 



3.2 
2.1 
2.9 
-6.6 
N.A. 
5.0 



18.7 
}?7.1 
21.7 
23. 2 
N.A. 
16.6 



78.1 
80.8 
75.4 
70.2 
N.A. 
78.4 



2.5 
2.0 
2.8 

, 5.1 



17.7 
14.9 
21.6 
24.3 
N.A. 
^17. 9 



79.8 
89.1 
75.6 
70.6 
N.A. 
80.8 



H 

4.5 
7.9 
N.A. 
3.8 



20.3 
^1.7 
l^.A. 
15.7 



75.2 
70.4 
N.A. 
80.5 



Great Lakes : 
Michigan 
Ohio 
Indiana^ 
Illinois 
Wisconsin 



4.2 
M.8 



4, 
2. 
4. 
'3. 



10.4 
10.8 

a. 7 

2.9 
18. 5 
12.0 



Plains: 

Minnesota 6 

Iowa 

Missouri 

North Dakota 

South Dakota 

Nebraska 

Kansas 



Southeast:. 
Virginia 
West Virginia 
Kentucky 
Tennessee 
North 'Carolina7*Q 
South Carolina 
Georgia . 
Florida 

Alabama I 
Mississippi 
Louisiana 
Arkansas 



"A 



Southwest: 
Ok lahoroa 
Texas 

New Mexico ^ . 
Arizona 



7.V 
3.7 

8.6 
9.4 
27.1 
14. 5 
7.1 
N.A. 



8.8 
10.0 

■3.8 
7.0 
8.3 
12.4 
18.1 
N.A. 



9.0 
3.9 

N.A. 

10. /I 
9.2 

7.3' 
N.A. 
16.7 
13.3 

7.4 
18.2 



20.3 

11,3 

N.A. 

36".3 

15.3 

25.2 

24^1"^ 

36.9^ 

N.A. 

8.9 
19.2 

4.2 
15.5, 




5.3 
N.A. 

3.9 
16.0 
N.A. 



85. 
84. 
92. 
94. 
76. 
84. 



10.1 
10.6 

3.8 . 

2.9 
18.9 
10.8 



87.3 
86.6 
93.8 
94.3 
78.7 
86.6 ^ 



4.3 
3.8 
6.1 
3.7 



83 
86 

87 
83 
64 
73 
74.8 
N.A. 



8. 
3. 

11.8 
7.2 
23.4 
13.3 



.9 

.9 



9.-9 
14.3 



86.0 
92.8 

It-.l 

67.5 
78.6 
81.8 
81.7 



8.9 
4.4 

N.A. 

7.5 
34.5 
16.9 
11.7 
11.9 



70.7 

84.8 

N.A. 

53.6 

77.5 

64.2 

66.2 

55.8 

N.A. 

74.4 

67.5 

88.4 

66.3 



• 8.7 
. 4.4 
N.A. 

7.9 
'6.4 

7.7 
14.1 
11'. 1 
N.A. 
15.9 
15.4 

5.5 
15.0 



17.4 

10.4* 

N.A. 

27.7 
14.5 
28.1 
22.9 
27.6 
N.A. 
* 3.9 
18*8 
4.1 
19.4 



'73.9 
85.2 
55.3 

64. 4 
79.1 
64.2 

63. Q 

61.3 

N.A. 

80.2 

65.8 

90.4. 

65.6 



10.3 
6.2 
N.A. 

15.9 

12.9 
9.4 

N.A.; 

13.7 
12.5 
6.8 
20.3 



. 83.6 
73.6 
N.A. 




88.6 
N.A. 

91.6 

65.0 

N.A. 



N.A. 
10.5 
16.1 
N.A. 



2.1 
2.5 
17.9 
2.9 



1^:1 

93.6 
^3 . 7 
76.0 

93.4 



4.5 
2.8 
N.A. 
7.1 
5.4 
4.7 
4.5 
2.1 



86.6 
92.8 

N.A. 
85.4 
60.1 
78.4 
83.8 
-h86.0 



14.1 
10.2 
N.A./ 

22.1 
14.0 
20.1 
11.2 
26.0 

N.A. 
4.1 
9.2 
2.8 

17.8 



4.2 
N.A. 

3.4 
11.2 
N.A. 



75.6 
83.6 
63.0 

62.0 

76 ,.4 

69.6 

75.9 

64.6 

N.A. 

82.2 

78.3 

90.4"^ 

61.9 



84.7 
N.A. 
86.1 
72.7 
N.A. 



Rocky Mountain: 
Montana 
Idei^o 
Wypraing 
Colorado 
Ubah 



12.0 
17.3 
17.8 
12.9 
11.3 
7.7 



7.1 
5.8 



12. 
17. 

14. 



80.9 
76.9 
69.7 
69. B 
88.1 
78.1 



82.1 
79.5 
80.2 
71.8 
87.3 
79.4 



11.9 
21.6 
17.6 
15.8 
7.9 
9.8 



Far West: 
Washington 
Oregon 
Nevada 
California 



3.0 
4.1 
6.2 
9.0 
2.4 



3.9 
11.4 
,1.1 
21.8 

2.1 



Alaska 



^tn^WV 



6.7 



N.A. 
93.3 



93.1 
84.3 
86.7 
69.2 
95.5 
N.A. 



91.6 
81.9 
84.4 
62.5 
94.6 



4.5 
6.7 
9.4 
29.2 
3.4 



N.A. 
92.6 



n:a. 



N.A. 
6.8 



TT" 



Data not avaiiaoie 



ERIC 



Source: Derived from table 4-, see T:'ootnotes p. 



18a 



34 



10.3 
6.7 
10.2 

26.1 
8.2 
8.0 



72.2 
58.1 
83.9 
82.2 



3 
7 
7 
20 
2 



92.1 
86.1 
83^ 
50.4 
94.4 



N.A. 
93.2 



TTTSr 
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It Should be remembered, according to the Census figures shown -in 
Table 3,,. that total public, library expenditures increased by 19 
percent between 1972 and 1974. Therefore the shift in the state 
assumed burden from 10.8 to 12.9 percent is significant. . Earlier 
^ reports have called* for increases in the level df state support 
and thqt;: data indicate some movement toward this objective . ^ A 
major purpose^f channeling LSCA funds through the state and the 
.requirement qf state comprehensive plan development was designed* 
to stimulate an increase in state interest and fiscal support. 
At the 9ame time, it is apparent that the fiscal relief pro- 
vided to local government tax sources supporting public libraries 
is almost imperceptible. This is particularly true in the light 
of the rising ^st levels mentioned earlier • On a national basis 
thei), the present distribution of public library costs is nowhere 
near a balanced intergovernmental funding system recommended in 
earlier reports. \ The overwhelming portion of . the costs still 
falls on local government.^ ^ 

On a regional basis, between 1972 and 1975 state expenditures 

increased in six of eight continental Regions (see table 5A) . 

The state share declined sAightly in the New England and Rocky 

J ' ' ' ' ' ' 

Mountain Regions. Somewhat correspondingly ^ the local share de- ' 

clined in five of the eight contineiyfc^al Regions and increased in the 
New England, Rocky Mountain and Mr West, Regions. The Federal 
share declined in six of the eight Regions with only slight in- 
creases in th^. Southeast and Rocky Mountain Regions ^ 
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Table 5A 

Federal^ State ^ and Local Expenditures as 
A Percent of Total Library Expenditures 
for 1972, 1974, and 1975 

^ Federal State Local " 

Expenditures Expenditures Expenditures 





1975 


1974 


1972 


1975 


197 


4 


197 


2 


197 


5 


197 


4 


1972 


New England 


3. 


5% 


4. 


3% 


5. 


'0% 


12 


.7% 


13. 


8% 


14. 


6% 


83. 


g% 


81. 


9% ■ 


80 


.4% 


Mideast } * 
Great Lakes 


3. 


2 . 


2. 


5 


4. 


1 


18 


.7 


17. 


7 


16. 


8 


78. 


1 


79. 


8 


79 


.1 


4. 


2 


2. 


6 


4. 


7 


10 


.4 


10. 


1 


7. 


5 


?5. 


4 


87. 


3 


87 


.8 


Plains 


7. 


8 


7. 


3 


8. 


4 


10 


.1 


5. 


8 


4. 


8 


82. 


2 ■ 


87. 


0 


86 


.8 


Southeast' 


9'. 


0 


8. 


7 


10. 


3 


20 


.3 


17. 


4 


14. 


1 


70. 


7. 


' 73. 


9 


75 


.6 


Southwest 


12. 


2 


4. 


9 


11. 


1 


5 


.3 


6. 


5 


it. 


2 


82. 


5 


88. 


6 


84 


.7 


Rocky Mts . 


12. 


0 


9. 


\ 


11. 


9 


7 


.1 


8. 


0 




3 


80. 


9 


82. 


1 


77 


.8 


Far West 


3. 


0 


3. 




4. 


5 


3 


.9 


5. 


0 


3, 


"4 


93. 


1 


91. 


6 


92 


:i 


O'.S, V 


5. 


0 


4. 


3 


5. 


8 


12 


.9 


12. 


4 


10. 


8 


82. 


1 


iz. 


3 


83 


.1 

* • < 



Source: Table 5. 



I^e heavy burden of public library expenditures on local tax 

Sources is quite consistent among the states^ as shown in^ Table 5. 

In 1972^ th^ locial share of these costs was 70 percent or more im 

32 ^states and in 23 of these states the burden was 80 percent or 

more. The slight movement toward a better balance mentioned 

earlier is discernible in the state-by-stat.e data. In 1975 the 

number of states in which the local share of publip library costs . 

•as 70 percent or more dropped to 29^- and the^nuiubel; above 80 per- . 

cent dropped to 18. Some indication of the extei>t tc/ WhicTi. states/ 

are. filling the gap left by the leveling-of f of Fecjeral funds ' • " 

can be seen by the number of states increasing^ the state share . ^^ 

Of costs. Between 1972 and 1975/ the btate share of expenditures, 

increased in 29 state's an<J decreased in 10 other states. .Most 

.of the decreases were slight. On the o^her hahd^ many o5 the per-j"^ 

. ■ ■ . * . ■ k 

cehtage increases were 'sizeable. 



• ' Patterns and trends in the level .of the Federal share of pub^ 
lie library expenditures are quite consistent. In 35 of ithe 40 
states for which 197 5 data were available^ the Federal share was 
less than 15 percent^ and in 24 of these states the share was less 
than 10 percent. The pattern was about the same in 1972. It is 
clear that Federal shar^ percentages are higher in the more 
rural states. The significant Change^ of course^ is the leveling- 
off of Federal funds. In 28\states the Federal, share decreased 
jpercentagewise between 1972 afid 1975. 

In duirraary^ the basic pat\:ern in the distribution of public 
libtary costs among levels- of government is clear and constant. • 
Local government bears the lion^"fe' share of costs and the pattern 

. is fairly consistent among the states. There is no question about 
the decrease ix\ the Federal share,. If the objective is signifi- 

• cant relief of the burden of these costs on local .government, it 
must be said that the 1972-1975 comparisons indicate only a slight 
movement 'toward t^at goal. More significant is the shift toward 
a higher state shate in filling the gap produced by lower Federal 



f lands. 
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lAibrary Expendixures Related to Population and^'Income ^ 

On a national basis, per capita expenses /fdr • public - 
libraries increased from $4.38 in 1972 to $5.83 in 1975, an 

increase of 33 percent, (See Table 6). This significant ' ^ 

■% . ■ 

increase* is contrasted with a slight decline in expenditures 

. ^ ' 

'per $1,000 of personal income from $1.05 to $.97 during the 
same period. The increase in expenditures per capita can be 
interpreted as a positive sign 'for improved financing of pub- 
lic library services. However,- the decline in expenditures in 
relation to income is another indication of a failure of expendi- 
ture increases to keep pace with rising costs and inflationary 
pressures. It also must be^^jpigtaembered that these increases 
are coming largely from local goverlment and are supported primarily 
by a relatively inelastic and over-burdened real estate tax. 

Regionally, as shown by Table 6A, the 1975 per capita 
expenditures ranged' from $3.01 in the Southeast Region to 
$7.58 in New England, compared to a national per capita 
expenditure of $5.83. Per capita expenditures increased 
in all Regions between 1972 and 1975. Lowes^t increase was 
22 percent (Pla/ns. Region) and highest was 50 percent (Rocky 
Mountain Region). Regional expenditures per $1,000 of personal 
income in 1975 ranged from a low of $.57 (South\^est Region) 
to a high of $1. 27 in thfe New ^England Region compared to a 
national figvhre of $'.97. Between 1972 and 1975, expdnfiitures 
related to personal income decreased in all regions -except 
one (Southeast) again following the national trend . The size 
of the decreases in j)ercentage terms ranged from -1, 8 percent 
(Rocky Mountains Region) -15.1 percent in the Plains 
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Table 6 



State and Local Library Expenditures Per Capita 
and Per Thousand Dollars of Personal Income 
1972, 1974 and 19'75, by State* 



Stata 

Unltad States 

New England s 
Maine 

New Hampshire 
Veraont 
Maaaachusetta - 
Rlibde' Island 
Connecticut 

Nldeaats 

New York 
\ New Jersey 
Pennsylvania 
Delaware 

Maryland^ 

' Grea^ LeOces: 
Michigan 
Ohio 
Indiana 
Illinois 
Nlsconsin 

Plains: 
Minnesota 
lotia 

Miasouri 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
Nebraska 
Kansas 

& Southeast: 
Virginia 
Ifest Virginia 
Kentucky 
' Tennessee 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
^ Georgia 
Florida 
Alabama 
Mississippi. 
Louisiana 
Arkansas 

Southwest: 
Oklahooia' 
Texas 
New Mexico 
Arizona 



Per Capita 
$5.83 



1975 

Per $1,0Q0 
Personal Incoeie 



J 



7.58 
5.19 
N. A. 
N. A. 
8.19 
6.44 
N. A. 

7.39 
9.73 
7.31 
3.63 
N. A. 
8.04 

6.18 
5.81 
6.25 
5.50 
6.51 
6.7S 

4.47 

5.61 
4.55 
3.74 
3.66 
3.81 
4.35 
N. A. 

3.63 
5.32 
N . A . 
4.52 
3.03 
3.45 
2.31 
3.93 
N. A. 
2.58 
3.47 
3.87 
2.61 



3 

N. a: 
2.93 
3.87 
N.A. 



.97 
1.27 

i:o9 

N.A. 

N.A. 
1.33 
1.09 

N.A. 

1.16 
1.47 
1.10 
.69 

N.A. 
1.25 

i.ai 

\ .93 
1.06 
.98 
.96 
1.19 

.79 

.97 
.11 
.69 
.63 
.11 
.70 
N.A. 

.76 
.94 
N.A. 
.97 
.64 
.72 
.51 
.79 
N. A . 
.57 
.86 
.82 
.60 

.57 
N.A. 
.54 
.86 
N.A. 



Per Capita 

$5.15 

7.04 
4.64 
N.A. 
N.A. 
7.09 

a'.i4 

/ 

6.62 
8.83 
6.51 
3.33 
N.A. 
6.56 

?t65 

5.33 

5.99 i 

5.13 

5.72 

5.92 

3.91 

4.83 

3.87 

3.49 
3.11 
4.47 
3.45 
3.61 

3.23 
5.04 
2.70 
2.88 
3.15 
2.99 
2.11 
3.68 
N.A. 
2.23 
3.22 
3.69 
2.01 

2.43 
N.A. 
2.35 
3.22 
N.A. 



1974 

Per $1,000 
Personal Income 



$ .94 

■ f 

1.21 

1.01 

N.A. 

N.A. 

1.23 

1.08 

* i.ize 

. lai- ; 

1.43 ' 
1.04 
.61 
N.A. 
1.10 

.99 

.91 
1.09 

.99 

.91 
1.13 

.74 

* .89 
.73 
.69 
.56 
.95 
.65i 
.66 

.71 

.94 

.61 

.66 
..69 

.65 

.49 

.77 
N.A. 

* .53 
.85 
.84 

« .48 

.50 
N.A. 

.47 

.78 
N.A. 



Per Capita 

$4.38 

5.90, 
3.43 
N.A. 
N.A. 

6.25 
5.28 
6.24 

'5.81 
7.63 
5.39 
3.10 
N.A. 
6.34 

4.66 
4.18 
5.16 
4.91 
4.40 
4.83 

3.68 

4.62 
N.A. 
3.30 ^ 
2.82 
4.03 
2.95 
3.49 

2.57 

3.48 

2.03 

2.54' 

2.22 
2.34 * 
2.42 
2.87 
N.A. 
1.76 
2. 27 
3.48 
1.89 

2.06 ^ 
N.A. 
*2.00 
2.67 
N.A. 



1972 

Per $1,000 
Personal Income 



$1.05 

1.31 
1.03 
N.A. 
N< A . 
1.38 
• 1.29 
1.27 

1.25 
1/53 
1.13 
.75 

N.A. 
1.42 

1.08 

.95 
1.24 
1.23 

.93 • 
1.25 

.^3 

1.16 
N.X. 

.84 

.80 
1.18 

.74 

.83 

.63 
.90 
.62 
.77 
.68 
.69 
.78 
.81 

N.A. 
.57 
.82 

1.08 
.62 



.57 




Rocky Mountain : 
Montana 
Idaho 
Ifypoiing 
polorado 
Utah 

Far West: 
Nashington 
Oregon 
Nevada 
.California 



5.91 
4.22 
4.57 
8.73 
6.26 
6.28 

7.49 
8.00 
4.56 
4.46 
7.81 



1.08 
.78 
.92 
1.47 
1.07 
1.30 



16 
1.28 
.81 
.68 
1.19 



4.83 
.3.82 
3.70 

7.29 
4.55 
6.06 

6.22 
7.63 
3.86 
4.46 
6.28 



.95 
.77 
.75 

1.36 
.83 
1.36 

1.00. 

1.34 
.73 
.74 

1.04 



3.93 
3.64 
3.08 

7.43 
4.10 
3.95 



5.94 
6.59 
3.52 
3.87 
6.14 



1.10 
1.02 

.91 
1.93 

t?i 

1.27 

1.59 
.91 
.83 

1.34 



ERLC 



Alaska 
Hawaii 



.N.A. 
'6.45 



N.A. 
f.02 



*See Footnote, Table 6'A. 



N.A. 
7.28 



39 



N.A. 
1.23 



J. 



N.A. 

6.23 



N.A. 
1.36 
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\ Region. In View of this national trend, the 21 percent 
increase in the Southeast Region is perhaps partially 
explained by the fact that expenditures for the Region were 
quite low in both J.972 and 1975 compared to, other Regions. 
Thus^ any change is likely to have a relatively great impact 
percentage-wlse, S 



Table 6A 

State and Local Library EJ^penditures Per Capita 
And Per Thousand Dollars, of Personal Income; 1975 
and Percent Change 1972-1975, By Region (D 



Expenditures Per Capita 



Expenditures Per $1000 Personal Income 



' Region 


1975 


% Chanae 1972 


-75 ' 


1975 


% Change 


1972-75 


Neyf England 


S7 


.58 


+ 


28. 


5% 




$1. 


27' 


» -3.1% 


Mid East 


7 


.39 




27. 


2 




1. 


16 


. - 7. 


2 


Great Lakes 


6 


.18 




32. 


6 . 




1. 


01 


- 6. 


5 


Plains 


4 


.-47 


+ . 


21. 


5 






79 


-15. 


1 


Southeast 


3 


.63 


-+ 


41. 


2 






7 6 


+20; 


«6' 


Southwest 


3 


.01 




46. 


1 




• 


57 


0 




Rocky Mt. 


5 


.91 


+ 


50. 


4 




1. 


08 


- 1. 


8 


Far West 


7 


.49 


+ 


26. 


1 




1. 


16 


- 8. 


7 


U.S. Totals 




.83 


+ 


33. 


1 




$ . 


97 . 


- 7. 


6% , 


Footnote: 














4 









(1) 



Tables 6 and 6A ! ^Population estimates used in per capita calculation 
are as of July 1^ ' 1972 and 1974. The estimates for 1975 are as of 
July 1 and are provisional. ^Personal income figures are based on the 
1971 calendar year, the reviser?, figures for l«>74,^nd' the preliminary 
.figures for 1975. The calculations are based on the above data applied 
to expenditures listed in Table 4. Sources of population and income 
data for the years indicated are as follows: 

Bureau of the Census 



Population - Curxent Population Reports, 
Income - Survey of Current Business, U.S. 



Dept. of Commerce 



40 
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On a state by state basis , the pattern jof change in 
per capita and per $1^000 of personal income is fairly con- 
sistent. A total of 29 of 40 states had increases in per 
capita. expend! tutes ranging between 21 and 60 percent. 
Individual per capita figures ranged. from $2,31 (South 
Carolina) to $9.73 (New York)- Four states had per capita 
litures between $2.00 and $2.99; 17 between $3.00 and 
$5.00 and 19 between $5.00 and $10.00. 



Expenditures per $1,000 of personal income among states' 
• in 1975 ranged from $.51 (South Carolina) to $1,47 (New York). 
In twenty-six of 40 statfes, expenditures related to income 
ranged between $.51 and ^98, and in 14 stdt^s vaIuo was 
above this level* Comparison of exoon.U tares* par $1^000 in- 
com^ between 1972 and ;9 75 indicates that 29 states showed 
decreases, and that eight of these states decreased 20 percent 
*or more. Eleven states showed an increase »ia expenditures per 



$lrOOOr or remained 5rt tiie same level. 



ex. 
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state Aid to Public Libraries Compared to Total State 

The need for states to asstime a larger share of the burden 
of public library service costs was indicated earlier in this re- 
porty .and it has been a pointed recommendation pf many earlier 
studies. As pre^viously noted^ the reasons for this requirement 
designed to improve public library financing are closely similar 

to those in the public eJiuCation financing area. It is a state 

y responsibility to insure both an. adequate level and equitable 
distribution? of services using methods which take into account 
varying needs and fiscal capacities of local government. 

Census of . Governments data for the nation provide the basis 
for a comparison of state aid to libraries with total state aid 
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over the past ten years. The data indicate that^ while local li- 
brary aid is ii^reasing^ such payments are not keeping pace with 
increases in total state aid payments to local government 
(see Table 7). In 1967^ state aid to libraries in 35 states 
represented .33 percent of total state to local government pay- 
ments.^ In T^74> state payments for library services in 42 states 
represented only .22 percent of total state to Ipcal government 
payments. Between 1967 and 1974^ state^ayments for public li- 
brary services increased less than 60 percent while total state 
payments to local governments increased 142 percent. 

The average annual rate of increase for state payments to 
local public libraries between 1967rl972 was 7.8 percent. Be- 
tween 1972 and 1974 ^ this average annual increase had slowed 
down 4.7 percent. In contrast ^ total state payments increased 
annually y on the aj^rage^ by 14.1 percent between 1967 and 1972 , 
and by 11.8 percent between 1972 and 1974. 
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Table 7 



comparison of Total State Aid for All P^|Pf J^/J^^, 
- .State Aid for Public Libraries in 1967, 1972 and l9/< 



' ' ^ State Payments to Local Governments 

(millions 

Percent Percent 
1974 change 1972 change 1967 

Total All Payments $45,941.1 +25% $36,759.2 93% 19,001.3 
Payments for Public _ - ^ g3,0 

Libraries 100.8 +iu* , 

^:no^at'''"' ""'^ .22% ■ . 25% , -33% 

^ ' / 

♦includes Federal aid ch*ineled to localities through the State 

source: State Government Finances , 1967 , 1972 and 1^74 , U.S. 
Bureau of the Census 



• All of thii seems -to make clear that state payments for' • 
local public library services are not keeping pace with the 
total of all other state to local aid payments. This trend is 
especially significant in view of the extremely high portion of 
public library expenditures paid from local tax revenues. It 
is apparent that state aid payments do not represent an adequate - 
share of a balanced intergovernmental funding system in support 
of "local public library service costs, and the situation is worsening. 
The extent to which the leveling-off and instability of Federal 
'aid under LSCA are , factors affecting adversely state public library 
aid programs is n6t clear. The extent to which GRS payments may 
have had an impact on state-local library funding will be examined 
later. 
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The Federal Role and Founding Mechanism 
in Support of the Public Library > 

. • • ' ■ ■' ' . 

IntrcJdiiction 

Although private philanthropy has played an important rol'e 
in the historical growth and development of public libraries, 
the major thrust for library dev^'lopment has been provided by 
local, state, and Federal governments. The first state law 
providing for the establishment o^f public libraries was passed 
in New Hampshire in 1848. This act did riot provide state aid 
for libraries. However, it did allow local authorities to levy 
taxes fbr library support, provided for free access for all, 
and allowed the city or town to receive bequests or gifts on 
behalf of the library. Massachusetts soon followed New Hampshire' 
lead and added a limit on the extent of municipal support for 
libraries. T^is laW also allowed for the possibility of state 
aid for libraries from the education fund. Other states soon 
passed similar laws. By the end of the nineteenth century, all 
states had passed legislation providing for the establishment 
of public libraries and the levying of local taxes for their 
support. Furthermore, by 1875 all states had established a 
state library for use by governmental officials, the judiciary, 
and generally the citizens .residing near the state capitol. 

la. air iristorical perspective, the Federal role came late 
and in a limited form. Passage of the Library Services Act in 
1956,"^ later revised and renamed The Library Se^^ces and Construc- 
tion Act is the only expression of a Federal funding role 



focussed directly on the public library. The 'State arid Local 
Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 provided funding support under 
the general revenue sharing (GRS) program for a variety of 
st^te and local services. Public libraries were identified as 
a "priority" expenditure ?or the use of GRS funds at t^ie local 
level. The only other effort to enunciate a Federal funding 
role was in the preparation of a Senate bill (S.39'44) called 
the Library Partnership Act. The bill was introdviced in 1974 
and described a quite different and quite reduced, Federal 
funding role. 

This section of the report provides a summary analysis 
and evaluation of both LSCA and the proposed Library Partnership 
Act. A detailed evaluation ^pfthe impact of the GRS Act is 
presented in a later section. <^ 

The Federal Role Under LSA. and" LSCA "*- 

In 1956^ Congress passed the Library Services Act, the first 
riiajor piece of FedeVal legislation for the support of public 
libraries. The Act required each state to prepare a plan, the 
approval of which was a prerequisite to the use of Federal fundp. 
A primary goal of the Act was the extension o'f library service 
to the rural population. Aid was j|recluded from towns with a 
population of more than 10,000. 

. Amendments in 1964, under the title "The Library Services 
and Construction Act" , broadened the scope to include grants for 
construction of library facilities. Equally important, the ,new 
act recognized the need to support libraries i*n urban as well as 



1. This section is excerpted from the earlier GSS paper. 
"Basic Issues in the Governmental Financing of Public 
Libraries", Government Studies & ^Systems ^ 19.73. -33- 



rural areas. Plan requirements placed on the states were revised 
accordingly. Federal funds were allocated according to a formula 
whibh recognized only two basic factors : : population a^jd income. 
Each state was entitled to a share of t,he total federal grant 
equal to the ratio of t'he state's population to the total popu- 
lation of the coupftry. However, in order tq receive its full, 
share, each state had to provide matching state and local funds 
based on the ratio of the stalSe's per capita income to the national 
average per capita income. Thus, wealthier states were required 
to provide more matching funds than poorer states. A stipulation 
was added that in no case would Federal funds for library service 
and construction exceed sixty-six percent; nor be less than 
thirty-three percent, of the total costs. Determination of the 
,use of Federal funds was left in the hands of the state library 
agency. It should be noted that the revised act represents a 
kind of block grant. Its objective clearly was a distribution 
of Federal aid in general support of library services. Except 
for the state plan requirement, none of the fiscal support pro- 
visions relates directly J^o library needs, or library services. 
Thus, the current level of library services, differential service 
needs, and requirements to provide specified library \ services are 
not included as a part of Federal subsidy machinery. 

In 1966, LSCA was amended to identify three new areas for 
improvement in library service. With lihese amendments, LSCA 
provided Federal support in the following major categories: 

(1) Library Services (Title 1) : support to be used 
for books and other, library materials , salaries , 



' equipment and other operating expenses^ 

(2) Library Construction (Title II) : suppor\ to be 
used for new or im^oved facilities afid otljer 
capital expenditures. 

(3) Interlibrary Cooperation (Title III) : supportVb 
be used for the establishment and Wintenance of 
local, regional, state or interstate cooperative 
networks of libraries, including public-nonpubli.c ^ 
library networks. No matching of Federal funds 
required. , j 

(4) Grants for library: services in state institutions .and 

. library services for the physically handicapped (Title iv)*; 

authorized grants for the provision of library service 

- . -1 ■ . . ■ 

to inmates of prisons, state schools and hospitals, and 

y ^' 
t^ provide services for the physically handicapped - unable 

to use conventional printed materials. This Title was 

never funded and, in the 1970 amendments. Title IV was 

incorporated into Title I. 

The 1970 amendments also extended LSCA until '1976 and expanded 
Title I to provide special library services for disadvantaged person 
to provide assistance to state library administrative agfencies, and 
to strengthen metropolitan libraries. 

■ . . y ■ 
As indicated earlier, thie Federal legislation has had a 

"LSA and LSCA: Legislative History, '"^ Jame(s W. Fry in Library* 
Trends, July, 197 5 



positive^ influence on the statewide development of public 
libraries. Although the amount of Federal aid has been small 
in relation to total library expenditures, the program has 
encouraged the steftes to accept and implement increased respon- 
sibility for support of public libraries. 

Thus, Federal funds, accompanied by a matching requirement 
and plan preparation, stimulated the states' response to public 
library needs and strengthened the administrative and planning 
roles on the ^ state library agency. Local li^braries could look 
to the state as well as Ipcal government for relief of ffome of 
their pressing fiscal probl^s. The trend toward increaseid 
state-support of library services has been described as "one of 
the potentially most important develppments durir^g the past .ten 
to fifteen years in public library systems. The fear that 
increased state fiscal support would result in an excessive of. 
morfglithic pattern of stajte control over tWe development of * 
publilc library systems has^^nipt been realized. 

More recentiy, ther^ has been further recognition that 
the massive conce/vfcfa^oii Df disadvantaged andl deprived popula- 
tions in the urfciaft complexes,' together with the accompanying 
problems of declining tax capacity, increased municipal expendi- 
tures, and u^an decay have exacerbated the plight of the urban- 
library. As a result, a new proposed amendment to LSCA establishes 



^Ralph Blasingame and Ernest, R. DeProspo, Jr., "Effectiveness 
I Cooperation and Consolidation in Public Libraries," in . 
slvin J. Voight, Advances in Librarianship , I, New York, 
Academic Press, 1970, p. 194. 
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a "jitle V addressed to special needs of tirban libraries. The 
declaration of purpose in the proposed amendment is stated as 
follows: 



In recognition of the serious "^f inancial distress of , ^ • 
large urban public libraries, the Congress hereby 
declares it to be the policy of the United States to 
provide financial assistance to such libraries for 
^he purchase of books and other library materials. 
La^ge, urban public libraries are a critical part of 
the nation's information and cultural resources, and 
as such are deemed to be vital for the educational, 
cultural a;nd economic development of this country. 
Balanced intergovernmental funding is , therefore , 
essential at the local, state and federal levels in 
order to achieve the content and quality of public 
library services for the citizens of the United States. 

The amendinent would provide additional funds to public libraries 

in cities of over 100,000 population. Interestingly, the amend- ) 

ment stipulates that these funds would pass through the state 

library agency and would be distributed on a per Ciapita basis. 

Wh^ther or not this proposed amert^ent will be adopted remains 

a question, but it is a recognition of the special problems 

faced by large urban public libraries. 

Criteria for Evaluating LSA-LSCA as a Funding Mechanism 

Although the LSA-L9CA program is ^0 years old and has 
expended over $70O million since 1957, there has not been any 
continuing comprehensive evaluation of th&^ program by HEW. As 
a result,- there are conflicting views about its successes and 
failures and confusion about its impact on public library services 
nationwide. ■ 

T 



Working Draft of Proposed LSCA Title V (dated 7/18/76) 
provided by ALA. 
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Any effort to assess the program should take note of its 



major claims an^^^^riticisms . This section is based on an 
examin^ioji of a selection of principal critiques and statistics 
about the program viewed in terms of the following criteria: 

1. Federal support of library services underpins state 
and local library programs and is a stimulator, i.e.L 
it provides "seed money" to assist states in developing 
and sustaining adequate library services* The Federal • 
support should be related to state and local needs and 
should be assured from year to year. 

2. Federal support should not be used as a replacement for 
state support , 0 but rath%r as a stimulus for additional 
state appropriations for library service development and 
improv^ent. Thus / a primary emphasis in Federal-state 
funding systems should be the development of library 
services forythe unserved and the inadequately served 

and the .elimination of service and service cost disparities. 

3. Federal support should stimulate and guide the determina^ 
tion/of measurable objectives and per f ormance ' sta'ndards / 
ba^d on output measures. This s^^ould permit contintiing . 
evaRia Lien to demonstrate program impact and 'achievemejit 
of purpose. y^. ^ ' - 

4. Federal support should engender strong, coordinative link- 
ages within and among public library systems, and to the 
extent possible, betC/een ^public' library systems and ail 
other types of library services. The goal Kere is to 
improve both access and quality of library -^services to all 
citizens at equitable costs distributed strategical! 

* qmong the various levels of government.; 
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- strengths and Weaknesses of* LSCA - ^ 

- The Federal Government*^ investment in public libraries, 
beginning in 1956, was viewed as a major impetus to State support 
and planning for library services, nationwide. As the figures 
in Table 8 show, Federal support has fact increased signifi- 
cantly over tT^e succeeding twenty-year period. 

Beginning in 1957 with an apprr)priation of $2,050,000, the 
Congress gradually increased LSA to $7,500,000 in 1961 ahd'*' 

maintained -that level of assistance through 1964. With e'nactment 
jQf LSCA €he appropfi.ation was increased $55 million in l>a65 
and 1966, and to $76 m±lli9n in 1967. From/1967 on, the 
annual appropriat^ion^waa increase^ or decreased by substantial 

:* . , ^ ...... .... rf^'-' \ * * 

amounts.. 'Funding for the ?:onstruction program under LSCA 
Title II was eliminated in i'973. and hever, reinstituted. 
In the ten. year period, L966.-76, the appropriations were 
maintained at^the safme ^ level foir dnly 1969 and^l970, and. 

again; for 1975 and 1976. Congressional override, on September 

. . ■ ^ ■ ' ■ " ( 

^30, 197,6, of President Ford's, veto of the Departments of 'Labor 

and HEW appropria'tioijs bill (HR14232) provided a substantial in- 

crease in LSCA funding for FY1977 a.t $60,237,000. . < 

.Although Federal aid to libraries represents only about 



five percent 



of the nation • s' library expenditures , /Federal 



support .Is VyLewed as having a substanti,^l impact on the develop)- 
^^^^ent and improvement of public library services. In his paper 



TABLE 8 



' Appropriations for LSA and LSCA . 
(All Titles) 1957 - 1976 



Year 


Appropriation 


Cumulative 
Appr bpr i at ion p 


1 Q S 7 


S 2 .050 . 000 


$ 2,050,000 




5.000.000 


7,050,000 




6 . 000 . 000 


. 13,050,000 


± ^ o u 


7.431.000 


20,481,000 


1QA1 


7.500.000 


27,981,000 


J. 7 


7 . 500 . 000 


35,481,000 


1 Q A 

J. 7 Q J 


7.500.000 


42,981,000 


1 Q f\A 
J. 7 P4 


7 . 500 . 000 

^ /^•^ww/www 


50, 481,000 


J. !7 D □ 


55 . 000 .000 

^ *J § www / www 


105,481,000 


± 7 D D 


55.000.000 

•^•^/www/www 


' 160,481,000 


1 Q 7 

± !7 O / 


76 .000 . 000 

/w^www/www 


236,481,000 


1968 


$8,000,.000 


295,190,000 


1969 


'49 ,894,000 


345,084,000 


1970 


49,894,000 


388,350.250 


1971 


47,801,500 


4 36,151,750 


n1972 


58,709,000 


494,860,750 


1973 


84,500,000 


579,360,750 


1974 


49 ,209,000 


626 ,109,750 


1975 


51,749,000 


677,858,750 


1976 


51,749,000 


729,607,750 


1977 


60,237,000 


789,844,750 



Sources: Data for 1957 through 1975 are from Robert W. Frase, 
Th e Future of Federal Categorical Library Programs , March 5, 
1975, Table B. Data for 1976 and 19 77 is from the Washington 
Office of American Library Association. (ALA October 5^ 1976 
Newsletter. ) \ 
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on the future of Federal categorical lil^rary programs, RolDert 
Prase says, "Public library services have unquestionably been 
greatly extended and improved , using the funds appropriated 
under Title I. Since public libraries have traditib|ially been 
created and financed primarily by local governments, thfe^ quality 
and even the very existence of pliblic library services hasS varied 
greatl^, not only between states but within .states well. The 
Library Services and Construction Act was designed to deal directly 
with th^is problem by requiring state plans for coordinated, 
programs desighed 'to meet the needs of all tlfe citizens of each 
state. The state library agencies have been greatly expanded as 
a result of the Act, and called into existence where they did not 
exist before. Systems of libraries have been created to provide 
better service through cooperati^^e action. Inter library loan 
networks have been established on a state basis. State statutes 
have come into existence, establishing goals and stcindards for 
public library services and authorizing state appropriations." 

The uncertainty of Federal support from year to ye^ar and 
the absence of adequate technical assistance and guidance by 
Federal agencies have weakened the potential impact of Federal aid. 

• ■ ■ \> ■ . ■ ■ ■ ■ • 



Robert W.* Frase, The Future of Federal Categorical Library 
Programs , March 5, 1975 



These, problems are highlighted by Joseph ^F. Shubert: "As 
one examines 'the accomplishments and strengths as well as the 
weaknesses and problems of the LSA/LSCA years^ one notices first 
the disparity between the promise and the reality of the prog- 
ram, i.e., the gap between legislative authorization and approp- 
riation. For more than half of the LSCA program's history, 
and deqjijite work on long-range planning, this gap, fiscal 
uncertainty* and delayed appropriations have necessitated ad hoc 
decisions for both state agenc'ies and local libraries. Difficult 
decisions had to be made to keep programs afloat and staff to- 
gether in "lean Jperiods."'"'" As Table 8 shows, the amount of money 
appropriated by the Congress varied almost year to year, a^ter. 
1964, and was less in the years 1968, 1969, 1971 and 1974 than 
in each of the preceeding years. 

Shubert also is critical of LSCA administration with 
respect to information gathering and* dissemination : "Another 
prob^fem that has surrounded LSCA since its inception i^s that of 
insufficient collection of data ai>d dissemination of information 
about the program. Assessment of program effectiveness has been 
somewhat fragmentary and much of what has been produced is buried 
in U.S.O.E. files. The problem of data gathering and dissemina- 
tion require the attention of everyone involved in the program 
at all levels.''^ 



^ Joseph F. Shubert, "The' Impact of the Federal Library Services 
and Construction Act", in Library Trends , Volume 24, No. 1, 
July, 1975, p. 39. 

Ibid, pp 39-40. '.-4 2- 
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A third problem identified by several observers is the 
lack of technical assistance and guida^nce at the Federals level. 
This is not due to l^ick of, interest of Federal staff, but 



rather the limitation on numbers of staff. It^has also been/ 
r pointed out that effective utilization of the LSCA plan require-? 

ment to stimulate state program development has^ been lacking. 
The Federal library unit; must have sufficient status to insist 

on effective state comprehensive library planning as a condition 

■ • ■ . ^ 

to Federal fund distribution. • 

» ' - . ■ ■ • .. 

Even though the cumulative total of Federal expenditures 
between 1957 and 1976 was about $730 million, some observers 
view the' impact on state public library subsidy systems as less 
than adequate. ^ 

1. At present/ there are still states which provide ' 
no direct assistance for local library service. , 
Many other assistance, programs a^re discretionary and lack 
the stability and commitment of a legal mandate. 

2. The level of state support; is significant in a 
few states but is nominal in many states. This 
indicates that, however well states have responded 
€o the LSCA stimulus, they have not yet taken 

^ seriously the charge of insuring the development 

of an adequate pattern of public, library services 
in all jurisdictions. 

I — . ^ 

B asic Issues in, the Governmental Financing of Public Libraries , 
^vernment Studies & Systems, May 1973;, p. 22. 
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3. While the size of the LSCA grant is relatively small, v 
the share which is spent for local public libraries ^ 
is the prerogative of the recipient state, and it 
varies greatly among the states. A recent report of 
the General Accounting Office pointed out that "state 
financial reports for fiscal year 1972 revealed that 
all states iretained^arge percentages of Title I 
funds at the state level for administration and support 
services or for statewide projects." The Report noted 

that 38 percent of the. total LSCA Title. I allotments 

^* ^. ' >■ 

was retained' at the state level. ^ 

^4. While the gap between legislative authorizations and 
* appropriations, mentioned earlier,^ is not atypical in 
Federal funding programs, it has been an important 
factor limiting LSGA effectiveness. Amoxints allocated 
to individual states xmder LSCA were so small as to 
make difficult their use to stimulate development of 
a broad - guaged state public library aid system, o^ to 
be used as part of such a system.' Moreover, while 
LSCA made use of a state plan device, the smallness 
of the grants Qoupled with less than adequate organiza- 
tion and staffing of a Federal library unit resulted in 
little opportunity to assist the state planning process, 
or to monitor the use of Federal funds. 



Comptroller General of the United States, Report to the 
Congress - Federal Library Support Programs: Progress and , 
Problems r December 30, 1974, pp. 21-22. 
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Analysis of the Library Partnership Act (S. 3944) 

The Library Partnership Act, (S. 3944), was introduced 
'in the Senate of the United States by Jacob Javits (R. - I^.Y.) . 
on August 22, 1974. Although the bill was introduced by 
Senator Javits at the Administration's request it did 
not receive his endorsement, nor did the measure excite much 
interest on the part of other-members of the Congress* Yet, 
with the single exception of the establishment of the National 
Comi»dfesion on Libraries and Information Science, the Library 
Eartne»fehip Act now historically represents the sole Administra- 
tion initiative, directly affecting libraries which has taken 
place since 1965, the year the Johnson Administration's 
major educational ^nactmentsy e.g., the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) and the Higher Education Act (HEA) . 

« 

' The proposed legislation embodied some of the 

■ y' 

philosophaes of the Nixon Administration, especially 

those aspects which called for grant consolidation, reduction 

of dependency on the Federal government, and simplification of 

the governmental machinery. " * v 
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Understandably skeptical of a proposed measure yielding 
only $15 or $20 million* as contrasted to over $218 million 
annually appropriately in grant support for the nation's 
major types of libraries , the library profession at large showed 
no interest in the Library Partnership Act, and its fate would 
appear to be that of many other bills which reach the Congress 
only to die aborning. * 

The bill's development and introduction is evidence, 
however* that the Administration was seeking a" different 
direction for library funding. Specifically, the new direction-' 
, is onQ that diverts Federal funds away f rom /liistitutiDnal support 
for school', publip and academic libraries and funnels these funds 
into broader based categories consonant with Federal goals to 
reach the economically disadvantaged and those with other dis- 
advantages, such as the physically handicapped. Analysis of 
the bill in greater detail is thus relevant to any research 
evaluating the effectiveness of Pederal funding of public 
libraries. It represented, a significant departure from the . 
existing Library legislation provided through the Library Services 
and Construction Act (LSCA-) ; ESEA, Title IV - B; and. HEA, 
Title II. ^ 



*The sum of $15 M was recommended in the Nixon Administration 
budget for .FY 1975, and $20 M was recommended in the Ford 
Administration budget for FY 1976. No amount was recommended 
in the FY 1977 budget for^ the new legislation. * 
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The Provisions of the Bill 

The proposed Partnership Act pr5[3U^aed--tfie following 
elements of a Pederai ^funding program. 



1. Discretionary grants to be awarded by the Secretary 
of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
(HEW) for the demonstration of innovative library 

' services to the handicapped, institutionali«^,^ and 
the economicallly disadva]p4;arged; for tlie demonstra- 
tion of means to integrate informational and educa- 
tional services and for planning activities authorized 
under the Act. 

2. Eligible recipients of such grants could include 

9tate and local library agencies; public and non-profit 
organizations, and institutions. 

3. The legislation was proposed to extend from FY 1975 
through FY 1977. 

4. No specific authorization level was specified in the 
bill, although the FY 1975 budget proposed $15-M 'and 
the FY 1976 budget recommended $20 M. 

5. The State library administrative agilncy was not desig- 
nated the official recipient of the funds, but it was 
granted authority for review and comment. 
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6. Funding for any given project was to be prorated with 
./ Federal financial assistance covering up to 100 per- 
cent in the first fiscal year ^ not to exceed 70' per- 
cent in the second fiscal year^ and not to exceed 

40 percent in the third fiscal year. 

7. The Secretary of HEW was to be held responsible for 
establishing criteria for the approval of grants ^ 
namely: 

* a. the degree to. which the ptoposal met the 
objectives specified in the enactment; 

' «□ 

b* the degree to which the, project cou^d be 
^ replicated; and 

c. the determination ^ of available funding to 

cover the proposed activity when the Federal 
support was terminated. 

Analysis of the Bill ' s Provisions 

Ther first point to.be mad^ is' that the legislation is an 
omnibus bill: that is^ its provisions could conceivably cover 
any type of library now eligible under the present legislation* 
Section 5 (a) (1) of S. 3944, ih calling for the demonstration 
services to disadvantaged clients ^ would primarily relate to 
jiublic libraries^ although not exclusively. Section 5 (a) (2) 
would'^pertain to any or all types of libraries (engaged in 

. . 60 ^ 




cooperative services. Section, 5 (a) C3) , in designatiij4 the 
integration of informational and educational services could 
affect public, pubi ic school , and academic libraries — 
specifically those' which attempt iriterinstitutional relation- 
ships with agencies of formal education, such as public schools 
or institutions of higher learning. * 

These three main aims of the proposed legislation then 
would either target Federal ^funds for highly selected clienteles 
(the economically disadvantaged, it should be noted, have been 
a source of ]?residential concern throughout the Kennedy, Johnson, 
and Nixon administrations) or , by contrast, make^^rovision for 
certain activities involving interlibrary arrangements or 
interinstitutional combinations leading to a closer alliance ^ 
between the informational services of libraries and the provi- 
sion of public education. The change from previoijis Federal 
funding policy is clear: Rather than serving as small financial ; 
dollops within the larger support framework provided by local, 
or state funding, the Federal funds would serve a more identifiable 
function — one calling attention to evaluation of highly visible 
projects serving hard-to-'r^ach clienteles, or those affecting 
institutions of different author itie^s and types in their joint 
concern to effectuate resource sharing for a larger constituency. 

The secoi": important point to be considered is the demonstra- 
tion^ aspect of the bill. In this context it should be remembered 

n 
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that the Nixon Adxnirilstration IntrK^duced legislation .to create 
the National Institute o£ Education (NIE ) , primarily because 
the President evinced concern that mounting large-scale Federal 
educational programs without research into their effect was 
largely a waste of taxpayers' money. In his educational 
message to Congress on March 3, 1970, the President made the 
CQtnment that increased Federal .ci\^d^t6 education would only come 
about when "we gain a new confidence that our education dollars 
are being wisely invested to bring back their highest return 
in social benef its. . . .As we get more /education for the dollar/ 
we will ask the Congress to supply majiy more dollars for 
education.^" 

The research and demonstration emphasis of S. 3944 is 
consistent with Administration thinking that Johnson's Great 
Society programs of compensatory education for low-income 
children should not be furthered without additional investiga- 
tion of their effect. Such research and demonstration would 
allow for random innovation or large-scale, social exjJerimenta- 
tion, but would disallow the funding pattern of the present 
legislation providing for institutional support of school, ^ 
public, and academic libraries. 

To those familiar with previous research projects funded 
under HEA II B, the demonstration aspect of the proposed legis- 
lation might well seem compatible. One or two examples will 
suffice: the Philadelphia Action Library, which was supported 
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in\^t by II B funds, would be eligible under all three of the 
provisions of Sec. 5. - The Philadelphia project was essentially 
designed to aid children of low-^income families, was conceived 
as a center with special relationships to the site's existing 
conununity and school libraries; and was carried out in coopera- 
tion with t"^ Philadelphia public library system and the City's 
public and diocesan schools. By contrast, ^ second project, 
also receiving^extensive \support from HEA II was the BALLOTS 
project of Stanford University, a bibliographical on-line com- 
puterized ope?:atipn now making it possible for libraries, other 
than Stanford itself, to obtain various services within a net- 
working mode for^ their own institutions. * Thl^s latter project, 
although not serving a primarily disadvaii^aged clientele, would 
be completely eligible under theprovisions of Sec. 5 (a) (2). 

Both these projects could be seen as innovative and 
requiring special assistance beyond the resources of local or 
institutional authorities." Both were and remain "risk capital" 
projects and,- in the view of Administration observers, eligible 
for funding from the nation's largest collector of taxes, tjie 
Federal government. Viewed in this light, the proposed Library 
Partnership Act would seem to indicate that the Administration 
was T^reeing to accept Federal responsibility for certain 
experimental endeavors which could not be funded otherwise. 
It might also be said that* the proposed legislation was not 
being offered as a substitute for the existi^g^categorical-aid 
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programs, but rather as an alternative tp them. Having already 
adjudged that library support was a matter of state and local 
responsibility, the Administration put forth an alternative 
legislative proposal to assume a much larger research and . 
development role. Funding levels for the present research and 
demonstration program (HEA II B) have remained somewhere below 
$3 million annually; the Nixon budget recommended $15 million 
for these purposes and the Ford budget suggested anothet in- 
' creast to $20 million, a figure representing almost ten times the 
current outlay for such experimental activities. - 

'The net^grking aspects of the proposed legislation also 
point to allied developments within libraries ^operated , entirely 
with Federal funds, such as the L:^rary of Congress. The 
Library's own development work with MARC ^Machine Readable 
Catalog) tapes, now widely used by a number of- regional consortia 
(OCLC, SOLINET, etc.) for various^ library functions including 
cataloging and book purchase-^, h^ made possib^ new di^rections 
^or the nation's libraries and has greatly augmented the role 
of * the Library of Congress as the "national" library. It is 
not impossible to conceive that the Federal government might 
wish to change the emphasis of all present library legislation 
^by creating a new statute which could work irt tandem with provi- 
sions for developmental activity in Federally supported libraries 
such as Library of Congress, The National Library of Medicine 
and the National ^gricyi-tural Library. This new legislation 
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could channel Federal funds into furthering* the resource shaisdng 
among libraries which automated devices such as MARC tapes 
already facilitate. 

The third point to be made about S. 3944 relates to its 
format as a discretionairy program rather than a state-plan- 
program. At present, both ESEA IV-B and LSCA are operated as 
state-plan prpgrams. HEA II is the exception ^ since academic 
institutions (the primary recipients of the title) do not >^ 
normally come under state departments of education; consquentiy^ 
the funds are administered as direct institutional grants. 
Although it .is true that the ,3tate library agencies 4re per- 
mitted review and comment on specif ic' pfojects, ^nd that governors 
of states affected by interstate , library activities are also 
guaranteed similar reviews, the proposed-^egislation cedes 
authority to HEW fojr^he determination of the criteria under 
which ^ture ^rantW-^^XJ^uld be made. One of the factors on which 
t,he criteria must be based is the assurance that the project 
will be continued at such a time as the Federal funds are 
phased out. Again, the inclusion of this factor underscores 
the view that categorical "aid on a permanent basis for libraryjj- 
support was not an acceptable use of Federal funds. 

In effect, then, the Library Partnership Act should be 
regarded as a distinct alternative to present Federal funding 
patterns providing institutional support to all maj^r types of 
libraries. The bill stressed two aspects of Administration 



philosophy: the need to address the educational needs of 
deprived Americans and the requirement to employ funds to aid 
In the development of inter library .and inter institutional 
cooperatives y thereby effectuating wider usage, of certain 
resources and enlarging the clientele base of existing libraries. 
The Nixon Administration would have viewed such a development 
as cohsonant with the President's intent to effect a reform i^ 
American education. ' ' 

In reference to the development of cooperatives # the 
legislation anticipates that some of these will cross state 
lines, thereby increasing the responsibility of the Federal 
government for their governance. The. bill also anticipates an 
enlargement of the cross-fertilization of ideas and activities 
between formal agencies of education and informal ones 'such as 
libraries, and cites the inta^ration of educational and infor- 
mational delivery system^. Thus', library legislation is placed - 
within the .broader framework of American- education. 

As^a package, the proposed Act can be construed as 
^ an Administratioii attempt to eliminate the burden of the Federal 
government in furnishing an on-going subsidy to local library 
expenditures. It substitutes, instead, a discretionary program 
permitting innovative projects designed to reach hitherto un- 
served population groups, ^r to create' greater economies in-ser- 
vice through the use of new technologies and^the coalescing 
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of tjombined institutions, even those in, different states. The 
bill specifically precludes a pe^7ntalient~Federal role in support 
of these ptbjepts, thus bearing out Administration philosophy 
that librarjfc support was a, matter of state and local initiative. 
What in effect the Federal government seemet^to be saying in 
taking this initiative is that the determination of a specific 
Federal role has yet to be fully analysed., The Library Partner- 
ship Act does suggest some alternatives to the present legisla- 
tion and in this area^^at leas^*, it warrants the prof ess,^on's 
serious thought and reflection. 




IV 



Sxunmary Analysis of State Aid Programs 
for Public Libraries 



Introduction 



the various titles' of LSCA, was designed to channel funds 
into specified ateas of need in the public library^ystem 
including: the extension and more adequate distribution of 
public library services, construction and improvement of 
facilities^ interlibrary cooperation and network development^ 
and the development of* services for readers with specialized 
needs. The proposed amendment for a new LSCA Title V prog- 
ram is addressed to the special needs of laifge city libraries. 

* 

The overall objective in *all of these various funding 
components is to stimulate state governments and state library 
agencies to take a more active functional and fiscal role in 
the development of a fully adequate set of public library 
services in each state. Development of comprehensive state 
library plans, as required under 'LSCA, is a primary device to 
implement the objective of stimulating state leadership in 
this area. 

An additional and even more important device through 
which stat^ leadership can be exercised is the system and^ 
amount of state fiscal support provided local public libraries 
In this analysis of the effectiveness of the Federal fiscal 



support system, therefore, it is important to examine the 
overall characteristics and patterns of state public library 
aid programs. All of the^da^^a included in this analysis 
was gained through the detailed questionnaire sent to the 
chief state library officer in each state. The response 
was excellent. As of the date of report preparation, only 
five states''" have not responded, and some of these hdve 
indicated they will later return a --completed questionnaire^ 
Not all states responded to all of the (fliestionnaire items. 

Number and Eligibility Status of 'Public Libraries for 
Receiving State Aid / 

In the 42 states responding to questions on number and 
eligibility status, the- data indicates there are slightly 
more them 8,800 pubUc library units throughout the nation. 
This count exceeds by 500 the number tabulated in the National 
Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) survey mentioned 
earlier. Unlike the NCES survey, however, the questionnaire 
asked for the number of units., including branches. Also, 
this count may well include in some states the number of 

« 

library systems which exisl. A regional summary of the 
number of public library units, ^as of 1975, follows. 

^■^^ states Which did not respond arei New Hampshire, \ 
Delaware, Florida , .Oklahoma , and Arizona. 
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Region 



States 
Reporting 



Numbers of Public 
Library Units 



States Not 
Reporting 



Mew England 
Mideast 
Great Lakes 
Plains 
Southeast . 
Southwest 
Rocky Mountains 
Far West 
Alaska, Hawaii 



5 
6 

ll 
2 
5 
4 

_0 

42 



1,095 
1,779 
1,739 
1,599 
1,355 
417. 
426 
400 
0 

8,810 



New Hampshire 
Delaware 

South Dakota 
Florida 

Okla. , Arizona 



Alaska, Hawaii 
8 



1 



Indicatii|[is are that in most states, most public libraries 
are eligible, under a variety of procedures, for either or 
both Fedeyral or state aid. In what appears to be an increasing 
number of states, the flow of fynds and the application for ^ 
aid is channeled through regional library systems. In fewer 
states, state and/or Federal aid funds are channeled through 
counties or municipal jurisdictions. Because of reporting 
problems and time constraints it is not possible to state 
precisely how many library units actually received- Federal or 
state aid in 1975. Indications are, however, that a minority, 
perhaps one third, of library units in reporting states 
acttially received state aid and fewer received Federal, aid. 
It is af course true that not all states have a public^ library 
aid program. An analysis of ALA's American Library Laws 
(1973, with the 1975 Supplement) indicates that 21 states 
have no statutory aid program. In many states which have no, 
statutory aid program, state and/or Federal funds are dis- 
tributed undTer administrative regulations or as a discretionary 
grant program. q 
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In summary, it is clear that there are a sizeable 
number of individual public library units in the nation. 
Many are linked together, either formally or informally, 
.in regional system)5. Most are eligible for state and Federal 
aid, but on^ly a Minority .actua^lly received such aid in 1975. 
This may be duetto either a lack of a comprehensive state 
aid system or a lack of adequate funding, or both. It is 
clear -that in, many states the aid program is not statutory , « 
but rather is operated on the b^sis of administrative regu- 
lations — either formal or informal. It is fairly well 
established that Federal aid is administered (separately in 
many states and is distributed on the basis of project by 
project applications from individual libraries or library 
systems. 

Amount and Type of State ahd Federal Aid Distributed 
in 1975 . ^ ^ 

The ultimate goal of LSCA, as described more fully earlier 
in this report, is to assist the states in the extensio^and 
improvempnt^f public library services in areas inadequately 
served, and/or to increase services to people with special 
library* service needs. It was also pointed out earlier tha»t 
the;re are similarities between public library and public ^ 
education Subsidy systems and that a judicially reinforced 
(Rodriguez, Serrano - Priest, et al) state responsibility 
existed to overcome disparities in the distribution of educa- 
tional services arising from differential need and taxing 
capacity. ■ 
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Illxamination of this issue in terms of public library' 
aid was sought in the survey questionnaire by requesting 
states to indicate the aunounts of both Federal and state 
aid distributed undier various types, of systems. Specifically, 
six different types of aid systems we^e identified and 
defined in the questionnaire as follows: 

1. Equalization aid - State aid distributed in relation 
to local fiscal capacity (for example, equalized 
assessed value) pr local fiscal effort (for ' example, 
yield of a specified mill levy). 

2. Per capita aid - State aid distributed in proportion 
to population served. . • 

3. Area aid - State aid distributed in proportion to 
area (square miles) served. 

4. Flat grants - State aid distributed in equal dollar 
amounts per library or library system, sometimes 
varied by class of library. 

:** 5. Partial reimbursement of local expenditure - Payment 

• • • ^ 
of a specified portion of local expenditure for 

specified purposes (for example, operation and 
maintenance costs; eligible capital project costs) . 
6. Discretionary aid - Distribution of state funds as 
determined by the state agency charged with over- 
sight of the public library system. 

A catch-all "other" category was added to the list. 
Table 9 presents a tabulation of the responses. 
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Tabl,e 9 



Amounf of State-Aid Distributed Public Libraries, 
By Type' of Aid System and Source Of Funds, 1975 



Amount of State Aid, FY1975 
(§000) 



Type of 
Aid System 


Total 


ft 


State ^ 
Sources 




Federal Sour 
(InojL. GRS fu 


Equalization 


$ 8,065 


5.9 


$ 7,090 


7.1 


$ 975 


Per Capita 


48,887 


35.7 


44,628 


44.5 


4,259 


Area Served 


10,018 


7.3 


9,075 


9.0 


943 


Flat Grants 


21,590 


15.8 


15,279 


15.2 


6,311 


Re imbvir semen t 


8,793 


6.4 


8,300 


8.3 


493 


Discretionary 


31,927 


23. 3 


11,290 


11.2 


20,637 


Other 


7,694 


5.6 


4,714 


4.7 


2,980 


Total 


$136,974 


100.0 


$100,376 


100.0 


$36,598 



%_ 

2.7 
11.6 

2.6 
17.3 
. 1.3 
56.4 

8.1 

100.0 



\ 



Fodtnotes ^ 

Thirty-two states reported distributions of state sburce funds, 
twelve states (including Hawaii) reported no distribution, and six 
states did not respond. 

^ Thir'ty- seven states reported distribution of Federal source funds, 
seven states (including Hawaii) did not distribute such funds, 
and five states did not respond. ' . 

Source: Compiled from survey questionnaires. 
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Respondents were asked to "indicate the amount of state 
aid to local public libraries or library systems (including 
all Federal funds used for state-aid purposes) by type of 
state-aid system used." Federal funds , for this purpose, 
were defined to include LSCA, GRS funds and any other Federal 
monies distributed through the aid system. It wasl recognized 
that a state could use more than one type, of state aid system, 
and many responded th^t they did. 

Not all states responded to this question. Thirty-two 
states reported on the distribution of state-source funds, 
and twelve reported that they made no state aid payments in 
1575. Thirty-seven states reported on the distribution of 
Federal funds, and seven stated they did not make any distri- 
bution of such funds. While tHe data are not complete for 
all states, the basic purpose of gaining insight on the state 
aid system and the amounts distributed under the types of 
aid defined is served quite adequately. 

A total of $137 million in funds from both state and 
Federal sources was distributed through state aid programs 
in 1*975. This total figure can be compared to the $100.8 
million reported as state, aid for^ public libraries by the j 
Bureau of the Census in 1974 (See Table 7) . The point is that 
the survey response to this quest:ion obviously reflects the 
great proportion of stat^-aid funds. The. data make clear 
that a wide variety of state aid systems are in use within 




and among the various states. ^ Eighteen of the thirty-two 
states reporting a distribution of state source funds used 
two or more types of aid systems simultaneously. . A number 
reported using as many as four or five different systems in 
combination. 

Of the more than $100 million distributed from state 
sources to local public libraries in. 32 states, the greatest 
portion (45 percent) was expended through a per capita grant 
system. For an additional 15 percent of aid from state 
sources, a flat grant system was used. Discretionary grants, 
based usually on the review and approval of project applications, 
aunounted ^^^^ percent.^ Only 7 percent of state aid funds 
"Mvere distributed through an equalization system and reimburse- 
ment accoutited for an additional 8 percent. 



If, in accordance with LSCA objectives, the primary' . 
goal of a state aid system is to extend and improve the ^ 
distribution of public library services - then the reported 
pattern and use of aid systems raises some questions. 
aid systems reported in major, use (per capita, flat, discre- 
tionary, and area served grant systems) do not normally reflect 
(1) differential needso for public library services among 
citizens and local jurisdictions, and (2) differential local 
tax capacity to support such services. The data show that . 
about 80 percent of state source funds are distributed using 
one, or a combination of the four indicated jsy stems. 



he system usfed most by states in distributing Federal 
funds is discretionary grants • Over half (56 percent) of the 
$36.6 million from this source in 1975 was expended through 
this means. Plat and per capita grant systems represent A 
an additional 29 percent of Federal source funds. The 
earlier mentioned concern about the extent to which such 
grant systems discriminate adequately in accordance with 
differential* needs and tax base capacities of local juris- 
dictions is relevant here> but there are some special factors 
which must be considered. The size of Federal source funds 
to individual states is extremely small (none were reported 
as exceeding $4 million, and mofet were ,well below that level) . 
It IS rather futile to utilize] a broad-based subsidy system * 
under such circumstances . The other point is-^that, while 
a discretionary grant system is difficult to manage and control 
potentially at least, it can provide selective "targeting!* 
of funds to areas of special Aeed^ Much m6re detailed re- 
search on the basis used in each state .to make discretionary 
grants is required to render any judgment on the degree of 
effectiveness achieved in the distribution and use of such 
funds. 

In summary, there is some cause for concern over 
' the pattern and use of Federal public library support funds 
'flowing through state aid systems. In many states, there is no 
clear or close compatability between the LSGA funding 
objectives and the distributional mechanisms used by the 
states to support the , extension and "development of public 




library services. There is evidence that in many states^, 
crude .or highly fragmented funding systems are used^ The bulk 
of both stat^ and Federal source funds are distributed under 
systems tha1£ may not adequately discriminate amoi^ recipient 
jurisdictions and citizens with varying library service 
jieeds and local tax resources to support services. Amounts 
available in many states are so low as to preclude the use 
of a broad-based, clearly focussed state subsidy system. 
More research is needed to further evaluate state aid systems. 

General Characteristics of State Aid Programs ^ 

The survey provided certain othe^r information on the 
nature of state aid systems, the channels used in distributing 
aid, the existence of local government or regional library 
discretion in determining the amount of aid to individual 
libraries, and the funding methods used by local governments 
in providing local funding support for public libraries. 

The point has been made that state public library 



support funds flow through a variety of state aid s 




and that many states use a combination ofv systems. Thirty 
of 38 estates described their aid system as being based ' 
wholly or partially on a formula or system. Of these 30 
states,* 13 indicated the formula or system was set forth* with 
state statutes, 13 indicated the source wa*s administrative 
regulations, and four states reported the source as both 
statutes and- regulations. Twelve of the states, reporting - 



the use of a formula or system also reported the use of 

discretionary grants. The intent of the question was to gain 

some insight on the kind and degree of state commitment to r 

public library fiscal support by virtue of the authority 

basis supporting the aid. system. The assumption is that a 

statutory based formula system expresses legislative policy 
r 

and therefore is a more stable and firm commitment. A 
regulatory based formula is somewhat less so^ and a dis- 
cretionary system can be affected by a variety of changing 
factors. The data are by ho means conclusive on this 
score y but the number of formula based systems can be con- 
sidered a positive sign. ^ 

Fourteen of 35 states reporting channeled at least 

a portion of both state and Federal funds directj.y to 

. ■ / 

local public libraries. Nine-additional states used this 
direct route only for Federal funds. Twenty-three states 
channeled some or all of st^te and Federal funds through^ 
regional library systems ^ six states used county governments 
as a conduit^ and 9. states routed some funds through municipal 
jurisdictions. 

The question was aske^^whettier regi>onal library systems 
or local governments used as a conduit for state aid could 
exercise any discretion over the amount of aid received by 
local public libraries. Twelve of 28 states responding in- 
dicated that regional library or local government discretionary 
power<| could . be exercisjed over state source funds and 16 states 
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responded negatively. Thirty states responded to the 
same question regarding Federal source aid funds. Twelve 
states responded yes and 18 indicated no. Regionalization 
of library services and the involvement of local *5^isdictions , 
particularly counties, iri public library development and 
support are sound objectives. It is important, however, that 
the basis for any local discretion over state aid is exercised 
within guidelines and constraints established in accordance 
with state-wi^ library service development objectives. . . 
More detailed examination of state aid, systems that permit 
local discretion is required to evaluate any such guidelines 
and constraints. 

A total of 36 states responded to a question on the 
funding authority and methods used by local governments 
in providing local funds to support public libraries. The> 
options from which the method description couldy be selected 
were: general budget process, fixed real estate ^bax levy, 
discretionary grants, or any other method specif iedj by the 
respondent. Combinations of these methods were rep(orted by 
many states. With respect to county ^ and municipal jurisdic- 
tions, the great majority of states (27) reported the general 
budget process was used, usually in conjunction with one of 
the other methods specified. Seventeen states also reported 
the use of a fixed real estate tax levy as a method for. local ' 
public library support. Fourteen states reported that school 
districts share in local public library funding under one 

79 ^. ' - 
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or another* of the methods described. In nine states, 
library districts were reported as having funding responsi-* 
bility. ^ 

Local authority structures and funding methods are^ 
complex areas of research. Data ^thered in this survey 
must be viewed as quite limiTOd^ It crfn be stated, however, 
quite different funding methods are used by county and 
local jurisdictions, including school and library districts, 

to provide local public library support. A rather surprisingly 

' / 

large number of states (17) ^.repgrted the use of a fixed , 

\ 

real estate tax levy as a funding method at the local .level. 
This historic method of providing' public -library' support was 
often designed^© insure a continuing basis of supp^jsj^. 
The traditional lag in real festate tax Assessments and their 
failure to k6ep pace with rising costs makes this method of 
providing local sQpport not An unmixed blessing. 



/ 
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V . 

Impact Of General Revenue Sharing On Public Library Finances 
* . Background and Approach v 



Introduction 

Enactment of the State and Local Fiscal Assistance 

Act of 1972 added a new dimension to Federal aid. NoWr 

« 

soit\.e ten percent of the $60 billion in Federal ^aid goes out 
in the form of general revenue sharing with few strings 
attached and virtiaally complerte flexibility as to how the 
funds are spent. The states can spend their one-^third 
share of the $ 6 billion geniBral revenue sharing pot as 
they see^fit. Local governments are formally limited in 
using their two-thirds share to eight priority expenditure 
^ categories for operation and maintenance; they can acquire 
capital facilities and goods for any purpose. 

Although categorical grants r such as LSCA, still 
dominate the Federal grant scene, with the advent of 
genera iNsi^v^ue sharing and bl^k grants such as the ; 
Safe Streets* AdIEr the Com'^rehensive^mployment and Training 
Act (CETA) and the Housing and Community Development Act/ 
Federal aid to state and local governments is slowly, 
but surely r approaching the three-pronged "balanced" system 
categori^l aid, block grants and general fiscal support -. 
first envisioned by the Advisory Commissiqn on Intergovern- 
mental Relations in 1967. In light cf th/se developments 
this evaluation of the effectiveness of Federal funding of 

^^^ACIRr Fiscal -Balance in the jVmerican Federal Syste m Vi^jft^^^ to i 
C: Government Printing Office, October 1967), Re^rort A-31 
Vo.I.^ 1, p.. 5. 
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public libraries must, consider both the impact of general^, 
revenue sharing on public libraries and the implications 
^"of^the recently proposed library -block grant—the Library 
Partnership Act. General revenue sharing is considered 
in this ^sec^ion; the Library Partnership Act/ in an e4rlier 
section. 

There are two reasons why it is essential to assess v 
the true impact of general revenue sharing on public library . 
financing. First, under"^e original general revenue sharing 
legislation, " libraries "(j>?s been one of the eight priority 
categories to which local shared revejwie for operation 
and maintenance must be allocated./^ Thus, the opport\inity 



exists for libraries tQ obtain financing from this source, 

arid, as wi]^l be seen, some public libraries would appear 

tb- be receiving 'shared revenue. Because money is fungible, 

howeve^ a legitimate question can be raised ^whetherVeven ^ 

those libraries that received shared revenue *Tfe5illy ^had more 
r J 

q. ^■'■^ Moreover, with renewal of revenue sharing, the 



4 

to spen 



list of priority categories has been eliminated — precisely 

\' ""'^ (2) 

because Congress recognised the tracealtility problem.^ 



"Fungibility" jtieans simply that once dollars getV in^o the 
accounts of a government, they. cannot be traced^nd a given 
ajnpunt of shared revenue can simply replace an^/equal amount 
of local revenue. 

* 

(2)The Act, "State and Local Fiscal Assistance Amendments of 1976," 
which was signed by the President on October 13, 1976, extends ) 
the program through September 30,.. 1980. 



The second reason for assessing the impact of general 
revenue sharing in the context of this evaluation of Federal 
funding is overriding: the argument that general revenue ^ 
sharing would more than replace any losses public Ifbraries 
might suffer if LSCA were discontinued. / 

A cursory glance at tihe revenue sharing figu^s would 

' >. ■ ■ • ■' ^ > ■ 

appear to support this argument. After all> according to 

reports submitted to' the U.S.. Treasury Department by state 

and local] government 9f f icials, the amounts of revenue~ sharing 

m 

fund's allocated to public libraries during fiscal y^ars 1974 
and 197 S far exceed the annual appropriations und^r all 
titles of LSCA in recent years. Shared revenue allocated 
to libraries by states and localities amounted to $8 2 million 
in' 1974 a^nd $95 million in 1975. ^"""^ Of those, amounts, the 
gr^at bulk — $76 millij^n ii( 1974 and $91 milliop in 1975—^ 
was reported by local governments. The states spent only 
$6 mill^on^in 1974 and $3*5 million in 1975 of ^J^eir revenue 
sharing eri^titlements on libraries, " 



The $76 million allocated to local libraries in 1974 was 
1.8 percent of the total shared revenue allocated for alM 

purposes that year. This accords fairly well with the place 
of public libraries in the present schemte' of local financing 
for priority categories — expenditure for public libraries wasy 
about 1.6 percent of local expenditure for^^al^ priority 



(1) 



Department of the Treasury, Office of RevenueNsharing, GisQeral 
Revenue Sharing; Reported Uses 1973-1^4 (Wash. , D.C.*, 
Feb. 9 1975); and Reported Uses of GeneraT Revenue Sharing 
Funds 1974-75 (Wash., D.C., Feb. 1976). . ^ 

. . ^ % -71- 
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expenditure functions in fiscal 1973-74. "Moreover^ the 
$76 million was larger relative to local library expenditure 
in 1973-74 (about 8 percent) than was the total $4 billion 
local shared revenue entitlement relative to all expenditure 
of eligible 1^^^ governments — counties ^ municipalities and 
townships (about 5 percent) • ^''■^ Thus, the reported data suggest 
that libraries have fared somewhat better than other local 

government programs in obtaining GRS funds. 

■ %■ ■ \ ■ . 

The need is io get behind these' reported figure^. On 
the surface , tljere is no reason to doubt that the amounts 
of ^revenue sharing funds reported to the U.S. Treasury 
Department as allocated to libraries were actually expended 
for that purpose. The fact is, however, there is no 
maintenance of effort provision in the revenue sharing 
act (State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 19 72 0 It 
is quite possible, therefore, for revenue sharing funds 
allocated to any particular function to simply substitute, 
for local financing of that function. In other words, 
'revenue sharing fun^ for operation and maintenance can 
be used to maintain the customary level of expenditures 
and at the same time avoid increasing local taxes to do 
so. fort many fiscally hard-pressed municipalities revenue 
sharing could be used to avoids or mitigate service cutbacks. 
In the. case of revenue sharing funds allocated for capital 
outlay, such monies could have- been used to avoid or reduce 

n6w borrowing. > , ' \t 

o - ■ • ■ 



(1) ■ V 

These are rough estimates based on national aggregate data 
in U.S,» Bureau of the -Census) Governmental Finances 1973-74 

\ ■ ' 84' ' ^ -72- 



The following sections will attempt to identify and quantify 
these substitution effects in an effort to determine, first , the 
overall impact of general revenue sharing on local finances 
and , second, the extent to whicn GRS funds have had a real 
impact on public library finance • ^ 

The Approach to Determining Real Impact ^ 

Concern with the real impact of revenue sharing has 
been^ apparent from the inception of the program. 

The official reports to the Treasury Department require 
recipients to check off a number of items regarding substi- 
tution effects, but withoi^i' any quantification. The responses, 
then, provide only a very general impression regarding the 
use of shared revenue for tax or borrowing stabilization. 

Two other studies have gone into the' substitution 
question quite extensively, but they do not provide specific 
answers to the question of impact on public library financing. 



The Survey Research Center, University of Michigan 
surveyed all the state governments and »a large sSmple of 
local governments. The Center asked a s^8ries of questions 
revolving around two basic issues: 

1) - In the absence of GRS would 6f)^rati^g\^xpenditures have 

been t lower during fiscal year 1974 (75) ^.(in this >uris- 

diction)? ^ 

. * ■ . • i. - * 

2) in the abse»ce of GRS, would capital expenditures have 
been lower during ^fiscal yeax 1974(75) (in this juris- 
diction) ? ^ • 
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The. follow-up questions dealt with' the extent to 
which taxes and/or borrowin^^^would have been increased 
in the absence of GRS. 



The Brookings Institution has been conducting an 
ongoing "revenue sharing monitoringV study since 1973 
in 57 localities and 8 states, using local experts 
("Brookings Associates") to assess revenue , sharing . 
Through interviews and by reference to budgets and ' 
financial reports, the Brookings Associates attempted 
to determine the extent to which amounts of shared revenue 
allocated to each priority function were actually used for 
new spe/nding. , * 

The Treasury, Michigan and Brookings studies were 
examined for evidence regarding the overall fiscal impact. 
Nine of the communities in the Brookings study were 
also looked at for corroborative evidence concerning our 
statistical analysis of actual library expenditure data. - 



Determining the real impact on library finance 
requires a different approach ^f torn either the Michigan or the 
Brookings studies. Th6 premise is that a comparison of libra 
expenditures for operation and maintenance for the last year 
before infusion of revenue sharing funds (1971-72) with com- 
parable data for the first year^"""^ after distribution of GRS 
funds (1973-74), will yield conclusions showing the real 
impact of revenue sharing on library finance. 



^•'■^Becau 
the FY 



se distribution of 'GRS funds began late in 1972, 
Y 1972-73 was rejected for purposes of this analysis. 



Ideally, this approach would require such analysis 
for all 39,000. recipient governments — a task for which 
resources are not available, it wa-s possible, however, to 
examine data for all (48/0) municipalities with populations 
of more than 50,000 and all (312) counties with populations 
of 100,000 or more and to select those jurisdictions which, 
according to their official use reports, allocated at least 
5 percent of their shared revenue to public libraries in 
1973-74, entirely or su^tantially for operation and 
mainter^nce. A total of 26 municipalities and 22 counties 
met th±s criterion. To relate our findings to the BrjDokiUgs 
findings, we included three additional municipalities that 
allocated less tiian 5 percent. It is significant that these 
51 municipal iti/es and counties accounted for about half 
($23.6 milliort) of the $45.5 million shared revenue that was 
reported as Allocated for library operation and maintenance 
in 1973-74. / ' 



The / fiscal impact estimate for library operation 
and maintenance expenditure is based on (1) computing 
the petcent change between 1971-72 and 1973-74 and (2) 
compa/ring \his with a "normal" percent change for this 

sam<* period. To the extent the actual percent change 

/ * 
• exceeds the "norm," the difference is the actual impact, 

tb* the amount of shared revenue that* was allocated. 



pre- 



[f the actual change is less than th|^ "ptorm, " it il 
sumed that the shared revenue replaced local funds for 
libraries (which thenwere used either for other expendi- 
ture! purposes or fgr tax sjtabilization) 



(Y) ■ * ■ / 

y Two others tha^t^lso met this criterion were omitted; 7 Royal 

/ Oak, Mich., beca^^«-^T9*73-74 Census data were not availai)le; 

' and Lorain, Ohio, which, although it reported alloca1|:ing m 

$76 thousand^(10.3% of its entitlement) to library operationsf 

actually expended the money to -rehabilitate an old library 

building for use as a community center. * 

. ^ ^ V . 87 -75-' 
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For purposes of Establishing the "normal" increase, 
the Bureau of Census reported national average — 20 percent . 
over the two year period, or an average annual increase of 
about 10 percent — was applied to library operation and 
maintenance expenditures. 

Overall Fiscal Impact 

O ■ ' 

Official Use Reports 

There is evidence in the official Treasury Department 
reports on the uses of revenue sharing funds that both 
tax and borrowing stabilization effects ocpui;red. In re- 
sponse to questions on the overall fiscal impact of revenue 
sharing funds on their taxes, considerable numbers of local 
government's indicated for 1973-74, that they were able 
to either: reduce taxes (4 percent of some 42,000^-'-\ ^ 
responses); prevent tax increases (35 percent) ; prevent 
enactment of new taxes (2^ percent); and maintain current 
ta:%'levels (34 percent) .'^^^ In regard to indebtedness, 
,,.84 percent of some 13,000 ^^^ responses indicated they were 
^^able to avoid some issuance of new debt and 16 percent said they 
^ were enabled to reduce some of their outstanding debt 

( 3 ) 

by allocating revenue sharing funds to capital outlay. 

Similar responses were elicited in the Actual Use Reports 

(4) 

regarding the 1974-75 revenue sharing entitlements. 



Because each respondent could give more than °ne^response to the 
questions on tax or debt substitution effects, the ^"^^"^ 
sponses exceeds the number of local governments actually responding 
to those questions. . 



^^^ Op. cit» 1973- 

I 

(4) 



74, P-^^ 
Op-, cit f , 1974^ 75, PPi^34 and 35.^ ^ 



^^llbid, p. 44 
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The two previously mentioned independent studies of 
the impact of revenue sharing on state and local governments ' 
provide more precise data on the substitution effect. 

: University of Michigan Study " . 

The Survey Research Center (SRC) at the University 
of Michigan conducted a survey of the states and some 
&00 counties and municipalities ^ under ^the auspices of 
the National Science Foundation ^ to provide an assessment 
of the impact of general revenue sharing. This study 

concludes that less than half as many communities indi- 
cated that' revenue sharing^ had a tax stabilization or 
borrowing stabilization effec^than appears from the Treasury 
Department use repojrts (Table 1.0). While about 70 percent 
of the responses by municipalities and counties on the 
official use iTj^^rts f^ fiscal 1974 indicated some tax 
stabilizatic^ effect , the SRC study estimates that only ^ 
29 percent of all municipalities and counties used revenue 
sharing for that purpose. The highest percentages appear 
in both studies for municipalities with populations be- 
tween ioo^ 000 and 300^000. In regard to borrowing stabili- 
zation, the SRC study estimated that only 14 percent of the 
municipalities used shared revenue for that purpose^ com- 
pared to about double that percentage, as reported to 



the Treasury. 



National Science Foundation, Research Applied to National Needs ^ 
. The Economic and Political Impact of General Revenue .^Sharing 
(Washington y D.C. : U.S. Goverrunent Printing Office^ April 1976) . 
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. Table 10- 

Fiscal Impact Estimates from Uni^^rsity of- 

Michigan Research Center Survey 

i 

Responses Compared to Official Use Reports, FY1974 

(percentages) 



Weighted Percent Reporting Some: 



Tax Stabilization 



Type of Unit 

Municipalities 

300.000 + 

100.000-299.999 

25.W0-99.999 

10.000-24.999 

2.500-9.999 

Under 2.500. 

Townships: 9.000 4- .... . 

Townships: < 9.000 

Counties 

500.000 + 

IQO .000-499 .999 

Under 100.000 

Total 



Survey 

(Finance 

Officers) 



14.1 

60.9 
35.4 
28.7 
34.1 
22.1 
33.2 
131 

32.7 
29.8 
20.3 



293 



Borrowing Stabijieation 



Use 
Reports* 




Survey 
(Finance 
Officers) 


83.4 




1.1 


90.8 




18.8 


72.2 




17.1 


67.0 




12.7 


88.7 




23.0 


65.4 




14.4 


74.7 




19.3 


58.2 




13.5 


70.1 




25.2 


78^ 




20.4 


57.0 




9.2 


898 




14,2 



•Official Use Report data were obtained from the Offipe of Revenue Sharing tape. 




Use 
Reports 




27.8 



Source: National Science Foundation, Research Applied to 
National Needs, Economic and* Political Impact of 



Genei^<L Revenue Sharing (Washington, D.C. : 
U.Sf Government Printing Office, April 197 



'6), 



90 
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.pl^ookings Study 

The Brookings Institution has been monitoring 
general revenue sharing in 56 local governments, one 
Indian Tribe and , eight statfes. , One oEjective of this . 
effort is to measure the ••net fiscal effect" of gener^^al . * 
revenue shating on the various priority 'expenditure cate- 
fories. This was done by comparing the porti^orT^ revenue 
sharing funds allocated to each category with the portion 
of revenue sha ri;ig funds that was actually spent or 
budgeted for new capital facilities, for expanded opera- 
'tions and for increased pay and 'benefits . The estimate 

of "net fis^:al effect" were made by local investigators 
thoroughly familiar with the accounts and budgdts-^f the 
communities to which they were assigned. „ , 

In analyzing the net fiscal effect of the overall 
revenue sharing allocation by its sample jurisdictions, 
Brookings distinguishes three categories of "new spending" 
and five categories of "substitutions". . Depending on h6w 
the net effects data are averaged, substitution^ accounted 
for 42.5' percent, on an unweighted basis, ancj more than 
two-thfrds on a weighted basis, of the amounts the sample 
jurisdictions allocated out of their first three' revenue 
sharing entitlements (Table 11) . 



Richard Nathan, Allen D. Manvel, Susannah E. Calkins and 
Associates, Monitoring Revenue Sharing -(Washington, D.C. : 
The Brookings Institution, 1975) , Chap. 8. 



Table 11 ' 

Mean Percentages of Shared Revenues Allocated by the Local 
Sample y^urisdict ions (Brookings Sample), by Type of Net 

Fiscal Effect 



Net Fiscal Effect 

New Spending 
• New capital 
Expanded operations 
' Increased pay and benefits 



Inweighted Weighted' 
Mean Percentage Mean Percentage 



57.5 
46.0 
10.7 
I 0.8 



31.4 
26.5 
2.9 
2.0 



V 



Substitutions ^ 

• Restoration of federal aid 
T^x deductions 
Tax stabilization 
Progrsun maintenance 
Avoidance of borrowing 
Increase'd fund balance 
Other ■ - . 



J 



42.5 
0.3 
3:5 
13-8 
12.6 
9.5 
2.7 
0.1 



68.6 



6 



0.9 
7.1 
33.3 
11.8 
14.4 
1.1 



Soui 



^ei-. Nathan, Manvel, Calkins and Associates, Monitoring 
^ ^evenue Sharing , (Washington, D. C: The Brookings 
Institution, 1975), ppJ 193 and 199. 

y 



n 3 
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* The unweighted mean, which gives equal weight to 
all jurisdictions regardless of siaTe, is, in effect, an 
accounting of revenue shart^ng decisions ; the weighted * 
. mean is an accounting of how revenue-sharing dollars 
are allocated and therefore gives extra weight ,to the 
decisions made by the larger jurisdictions. By this' 
latter reckoning, one- third of the revenue sharing ^ / 
aollars allocated by the BrQokings-monitor^ed local 
communities from their first three entitlements went for^ 
tax stabili3(fffcion and almost 15 percent, 'for borrowing 
stabilL^ri^ri (avoidance of borrowing) / ^ 

Impadt^on Public Libraries , " 

State Revenue Sharing * 

According to the actual use, reports submitted 

to the Treasury^ Department, state and local governments 
allocated $82.3 million of their " 1973-74 revenue sharing 
entitlements to public libraries. Of this amount, $6.3 

million was allocated by the state governments and $7 6 
million, by counties and municipalities (including \ 
towiiships ) . * . 



Only 7 states reported any revenue sharing alloca- 
- . • - ■■ 

tions to public libraries, and of the $6.3 million so 

allocated by them, $4.S million was attributed to North 

Carolina, $1^ million to Georgia, and irtinor afnouuts, to 

• • . _ "7 — 

'Colorado,, Hawaii; Minnesota, Ohio and Oklahoma: 

The questionnaire survey^ carried out as a part of this study 
was, directed to chief ^t^te library officers and elicit€>^ 
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data on state library expenditure by source of finanaing. 
Several additional states indicated having expended 
revenue sharing funds for public libraries. Missouri, 
for^ example, reported spending in fiscal 197 4, $539 
thousand^ for state aid to local librarie^ from revenue 
sharing, while the amount of LSCA funds passed on to 
local libraries was reduced by a similar amount. 

Colorado, accordin^-to itSAGSSPtffeurvey response also- 
replaced some LSCA funds with revenue sharing. According^ 
to the Brookings Institution Associate assigned to 

lor ado, it has been a /atter of policy^^ Colorado 
tq use revenue sharing as a replacement for reduced 
categorical grants. Mississippi enacted a new -program in 
.1975, under which it smarted to distribute share^ revenue 
in the form of project grants for construction lano" rehabil- 
4taj:ion of public -afibrary buildings. - ''^ 

LocaI\Revenue Sharing j . , 

The $76 milMon of local. ^hared rqvenui^Va^. located 

* to public libraries in 197^74 was 1.8 percent of ^ the 
t^tal received by localitids forJ:hat period (Table 12). 
There w^s considerable interstate variation- in/^he * 
portion of shared revenue localities allocated •^^ari' 
libraries — from 0.2 percent iK Indi'li^a to 8 . 4 percent in / . , 

^ Oregon. : • 

Those^^^o states also ranked lowest and highest when 
shafed revenue is .relatpd^ to total loca^. expenditure"* for public 

Mississippi Laws o f 1975, H.B". 1101. . -» 

~ ' —J ' - r * -82-' .:. 

■ ' --94 .;■ ■ ■ • • •■ ■ ^ , ' \ 
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libraries — 0.6 and 44,5 percent, respectively, compared to a 
national average oii^. 8 percent. Significantly, in ^ 

Indira and Ohio, where local libraries are administered 

.. ■ * " / — 

predominantly by special library districts and by school ^ 

districts, the library reveame sharing allocation rela- | 

tive to library expenditure was far the smallest — 0.6 

percent , in Indiana and 2.0 percent in Ohio. Special districts 

and school districts ai:e not eligible -recipients of shared 

revenue, so that in Indiana and Ohio, and to some extent 

in Missouri, libraries must depend on local governments • 

to which they have no political attachment to get a 

piece of the revenue sharing action. f^v / 



As has been noted, the actual use allocations 
tell little about the real impact of revenue sharing 

>on libraries — or on any local function, for that matter. 
The data in Tabli 12 , however, do provide some intuitive 
indication that there m|ist "have been considerable re- 
placement of locally raised funds py shared revenue in 
the library field. For example, the average 7.8 percent 
relationship of revenue sharing to local library expendi- 
ture comes close to recent average annual ^ increases in 
totalylocal library expenditure.^ In 21 st^es, the^)c^x^ 
library shared revenue to library expenditure is more . 
than 10 percent and in seven of them, jcne ratio exceeds 

: 20 percent; It is hardly likely th'at 'library expenditure 

Would have been increas^ such amount s \m ^to^o& the 

regular increases , that local taxpayers -have \tolerated j 

from their own revenue sources. 
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Local General Re^nue Sharing Allocated for Local Public 
Libifary Expe^tfitures, by State and Region 1973-74 



—State and R«gii 



J 



Amount 
($000) 



Percent 
of Total 
GRS 



P€trcent of 
Local Library 
Expenditure 



Local Library 
^ Expenditure 
($000) 



United states 


S7f« n?o 


1.8 


7.8 


SQ71 R73 




New P.ngland: 
Mai no 


3,94" " 


1.7 


11.3 


♦ 

3.487 


-1 ^ 


Mow itampshire 


185 


1.7 


6.9 


■~ 2,688 




^ Vermont 


213 


1.8 


14.2 


1,500 




Massiichusetts 


2,738 


2.2 


6.6 


40r472 




fthodc Island 


151 


0.7 


4.0 ' 


3,757 




-i 

Connectjfcut 


1,507, 


2.6 


6.6. 


22,946 




Mideast: 
* Ndw York 


H ^9>ff 4S 


1.9 


6.1 


157,431 




Now Jersey 


^ l,l41 


0.9 


2.5 ' 


53,025 




Pjcnnsylvania 


7,521 


3.6 


20.6 


,36,465 




: *belaware { 


473 


. 4.0 


42.5 


1,112 




*Maryland 


2,043 


2.0 


7.4 


27,722 




^Great Lakes: 
Michigan 


2,549 


1.'5 


6.1 


42,020 




Ohio 


1,228 . 


0.7 


2.0 


60,993 




Indiana «■ 157 


0.2 


0.6 


' 27,706 


• 


till no 


--^'^^ 2,388 


1.2 


4.8 


50,267 




J Wisconsin ^^^^^^pis^' 




2 . 4 


11.4 


. 53,432 




Plains: / 
Minnesota | 


■ 1.250 


1.5 


6.5 


• 

19,103 




T owa 1 


847 


i:? 


* 9.0 


9,374 




Missouri ^ 


y -612 


0.8 


3.8 


16,000 




HIJ 1 1 II l'(lfS(Jl.u / ~ 


140 


0.8 


8.5 . 


1,638 


- 


r>0»lLIi UtiKOtcT 


/f i 140 


0.9 


5.8 


2^391 




11' l;l tiaf^d J 


493 


1.6 


. 10. 3n 


4)767 


• 


Kansas ^y'^ 


471 


1.3 


5.8 


V *8,066 




O «^ u U 1 f I t J • 

*Vircjinia 


1.643 


2.2 


% 

8.1 


■ • 

20,221 




Woiit Virginia 


794 


2.4 


30.0 J 


\ .2,660 




*Kcnt ucky 


1,060 


1.7 


/ 


5,522 




TfMincsiioe 


2,380 


2.7 


23 . 1 


1-0,320 ■ 




North Caroline 


2.865 


01 

/ 


27 8"* 


1 0,304 


— : 

U- 


South Carolina 


1,029 


2.0 


17.1 


6,002 


• 


Hooniia ' 


464 


0.6 


4.2 


11,018 




*!' lor \ d.i 


1,148 


1.1 


5.6 N 


20,386 




♦Alabama 


* 1,521 


2.1 


18.5 


8,169 




liTfTs'i sKippi • 


631 


1.0 


9.2 


■ "6,67^ 




Louisiana 


1,616 


1.6 


12.2 


13,2/8 




Arkansas 


775 


1.9 


' 18.2 


_ 4,265 ' 




Sou r hwo s t ! ' * 
*Oklahomaf 


465 


1.0 


5.8 


/ ^ 7,955 




Tcxar. 


4,888 


2.4 


17 4 


28^94 




Now Mexico 


383 


1.7 


14.9 


2,567 




* Arizona 




1.6 




8,787 




Rocky* Mountain: 
Montana 




4. 3 


24 . 6 


t 2,574 




. Maho 


/ 202 


1-3 . 


8.2 


2,460 




"Wyoming 


207 


3.2 


10.9 


1,895 




jiCol orado 


608 


1.3 


5.5 ' 


11,028 




(Jfcah 


752 


2.5 


12.0 


6,^65 




Far Wost: 
*War,hington 


i,1bio 


3.5 


^ 7.7 


23,281 • 


♦ ■ * 


Vrrqon 


3,571 


8.4 


44.5 


.» 8,019 




Nevada ' 




0.9- 


4.0 


2,177 




Cal i fornia 


6.i.464 


Wb 


5.2 


124-011 


- — - — v 


*Alask;r ^ 


223 


4.6 


15.9 


' • 1,399/ 




■ Hawa j i 











• 



n 158 from da^ tape of official use reports, 1973-74. Library-Expenditure 
GSS siirvcjy7 except -for states marked with, an asterisk (*) for which data 
ined from/the Government% Division, Bureau of " the Census. 



..Botirce: 
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• In response to the GSS survey^ a' number of states 
. havQ provided data on the rfeal disposition of shared 

revenue for libraries. ^Reporting on"^ aTF^shar^T* r eve 
allocated to librarie'S through March 1974^ Massachusetts 
noted: ^ " 

"Revenue sharing monies benef itted^'only i^ijity-seven 
of the public libraries. Of^hose sixty-seven 
libraries which reported receiving fands^ almost 

fifty percent indicated thkt this money wis merely 

• • • 

^ /. used to replacQ pravious local support ^"""^ 

, According \o a Pennsylvania report^ of $16^6 million 
shared revenue allocated tb libraries from the inception 
of the prTogram through fiscal ye4r 1974, $10.8 million — 
almo&t two thirds"-replaced local funds. The record for 
1975 in^ Pennsylvania, hdweve^, appears considerably better- 
about three-fourths of the shared revenue allocated to 
i09 libraries was 'considered to be "new monies." 

The number of libraries to which shared revenue is 

allocated is also indicative of the impact. A 1974 

survey of the T^eric^n Library Association indicated that 

only 1,370 libraries (14 percent of a* total of . 9, 478) had 

* (2) 

received some revenue sharing funds. In terms of 



^■"■^ Massachusetts Bureau of Library Extension, "Revenue Sharing in 

Massachusetts Public Libraries," IJublication No. 6979, June 21, 1974 

(2) 

Statement of Eileen D. Cook, Associate Executive Director, 
American Library Association^ before the Subcommittee on Labor- 
HEW Appropriations of the House Appropriations Committee, 3/20/75. 
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recipient ^governments^ 167 municipalities wxth 197/) 

V populations of 50,000 and ov^r (about one-third of the # 

"~ total number in this sTze class) report^ dllocaLing— — 

some sliared risvenue to libraries; 101 counties with 

populatiQns .of more than 100,000 (also about one-±hird 

of the 312 in this size class) reported allocating some 

share!d revenue to libraries, ^ • ^ 

Impact on Current Operation and Maintejiance | ,/ 

,^To quantify the actual impact of revenue sharing on 
public library finances requires analyzing data for 
individual coitttnunities that provide library services • As / 
^ previous^ly .described, a fairly accurate ^estimate of impact 
can be developed in regard to oper'ation ' and maintenance , 
expenses byyfcomparing actual , library operating expenditures*^ 
for 1972 with such expenditures for 1974. To the extent 
that the two-year increase in such expenditure was above, 
normal for any particular community, the. incremental- "gain 
can be attributed . to revenue sharing . ^^^^ The analysis must 
be limited to operating expenses (i.3.., excluding capital 
outlay) to avoid erratic elianges caused by capital expendi- 
tures. Moreover, shared revenue amounts allocated to / 
capital outlay in any particurar fiscal year are not 

■ * ' * ■ _ r 

necessarily expended during that year. 



^^^From ORS Actual Use data -tape for 1973-74. J 

^^^See earlier section of this cfckpter for a fuller 
description of methodology. , 
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As §tated earlier,, a comprehensive GPS impact 'ana lyl^ is 
woyid require apjplying this kind of analysis to every one 

, ; . -of the 3 9 , 000 local recipients of general revenue shariifig 
* yrundis — em^^ndertaking that is beyond the scope of tKfi^s 

study . Tfie sicreening procedure used in this^ s'tudy id^rit4.'fied 51 

>^ municipalities and 'counties which have indicated thatf | they 
^ allocated substantial 'portions* of their 1973-74 entitlemeitts 
to library operation and maintenance. Collectivelyij: thes0 • 
jurisdictions allocated $23.6 million of their 1973-;'7 
entitlements; for library o|)er^tion and- maintenance,; -kbout' . 
.half of the $45. 5 million so allocated by all local' govern- i 
ments (Tables 1 3 and 14) . ^ ^ / ' 




Nationally, current operation expenditure of local 
vernm^nts for public libraries rose 20. 2 percent/ between 
1971-72 an<3 1973-74 — an average annual increase /of about 
ro .perdent|. ^"^^ Thus, 20 percent was used as the normal" 
increase :j|n library operation expenditure for the t^-year 
period. ^he "GRS effect" 4i!gures in the last column of 



(1) Based on published Census data in Governmental Finances 
in 1974 and 1972.Ceh^s of^ Governments /- Vol. 4, No. 5. 
Unpublished capita^ oiitLay figures for those years were 
.drawn from Census rec<prds and deducted -from published totals 
to arrive at "current, ppefatibn expenditure." 
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Table 13 



General Reveniie Sharing^ (GRS) Allocated for Public Lihrar^y 
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) in Relation to Local 
Library Expenditure for Current Operation; -Selected 
^ — PtinnrtP alltie a a nd ■CLr un t' i gy>-r^-^^*'^^-> w^^- 



19 



tp alltieH a nd c wL r x t T esjT^-*^ 
71-1972 Expenditure' Coinparj.son 



f 


, i 

GRS Allocated to Library O&M, 11973774 


Expenditure for Library Current 
' Operation ' 


■i 

^Estimated GRS Effect** 


Jurisdiction^^ 


Amount . 
($000) 
(1) 


% of GRS 

Allocation 


% or 1973-74 
Library O&M 


Amount ($0Q0) 


% Increase or • 


Expenditure 


19 7 i3- 1^4 




.>^T^2 - 1974 


($000) 


(2.) ^ . 


(3) 




(5) ^ 


(6) 


(7) 


Hunicipalities: 


. 341^ 


0.6^ 




a-'if ■■146 


,^ 

a^,212 


29.8 


341 


*Lo8 Angeles, Cal. 


Philadelphia, Pa. 


2,603 


5.1 


■ 2r:/35!> ■ 


11,152 


4,849 


13.2 




♦Baltimore City, Mdl. . 


410 


1.2 


8 


6;032- 


6,299 


-4.2 


- 


Milwaukee, Wis. 


r- 

1,070 


5.4 


■r^ 19.1. ■ 


5,609 


, 5^054 


11.0 


- < 


*Phoenix, Ariz. 


/ '268 


2.6 J 


9.2 


2,907 


1,968 


47,7' 


268 


Seattle, Wash. 


2 

^ 266 


9.7 


5.6 


4,7*24 


, 3,815 


23, 8 \ 


146 


Spolcane, Wash. 


25Jl3 


. 9.7 


25.6 


979 


* 999 


-1.0 


- 


'*Little Rock, Ark. 


150^ , 


7.3* 




369 


313 


y 17,9 




SMlthtown, H. y. 


81 


19. 1 


11. t) 


738 


703 


5.0 


• 




123 


11.2 


. 8,; 


1,527 


1,270 


20.2 - ' 


3 


Cedar Rapids, l4« 


. 87 


13.8 


^21.2 


410 


416 


-1.6 

— 1 r 


■rf _ . * 


Duluth, Minn. 


6f 


5.2 


10.9 


558 


368 


51.6 


61 " 


Cambridge, Mass. 


228' 


7.7 


28.2^ 


809 


597 


* 35.5 


' 93 

■■ — # 


Wbodbridge, N. J. 


154 


10.1 


15.5 


992 


818 


21.3 


10 


Arlington, Tex. 


173 


20.7 


34.7 


' 498 


/ 383 


30.0 


* ^8 


Pasadena, Tex.^ 


73 


8.5 ^ 


32.^ "■ 


222 


186 ' 


19.4 




Quincy, Mass. 


242 


8.5 


43.6 


555 


690 


-20.4 


- ■ 


Reading, Pa. 


206 


9.4 . 


64.5 


319 


?70 


18.1 




^Eugene, Ore. 


75^\ 


4.2^ • 


16^.9 


445' 


322 


38.2 


59 ' 


Salem, Ore. , 


148 


5.8 ■ 


36.6 


404 


220 ' 


83.6 


140 . 


New Trier Twpi 111. 


13 


14.7 


100.0 


137 




N.C. 


• 13 


Ontario, Cal. 


46 


6.5 


11.0 


417« 


368 


. 13.3 * . 




High Point, N. C. 


356 


15.3 


121.5 


293 


242 


21 .'1 


.3 


Bellevue, Wash. 


290 


55.3 


83.8 


346 


318 


8.8 ' 




Gadsden, Ala. . 


168 


, 8.5 


91.3 


'184 


169 


8.9 




Brookline, Mas^is.' 


93 


9.3 


lo.i 


866 


735 


17.8 


r— \ 


AjMington, Mass. 


162 


9.3 


30.7 


527 


471 


, 11.9 




West Haven, Conn. 


242 


,21.3 


ioo.o 


242 


215 


12.6 




Shaumberg JPwp . '^I 1 1 . 


= ' . ' 35 


26.2 


100.00 


357 




N.C. 


.35 


Subtotal, 
' Municipalities 


8,415 


xxxx 


14 . 2 I. 


59,318 


50,270 


. 18.0 


1,210; 


■J . , ■ 
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table it (Continued) 





■' ■ 


GH 


^ ~ — ' ' — ^ 

S^Allocated to Lsbrary^/) &M*, 1973-74 


Expenditure for Lib^rary Current 
Operation 


.,.A- 




■\ . ^ 

B 






••-'■^ 


^ £ — *i- 

Library O&M 
Expenditure 

(i5 , 






— % Incg easA -ox — . 


Estimated GRS -Ef fact 

on Library 0&f4 Expenditure. 
($000) 

* (7) . 


Countiel 


J 


^ount 
($000) 

(1) 


s% of 

Allocation • 
• (2) 


A 7" - 

Amount 
1973-74 

■ (4) 


($000) 
1971-72 

(i) 


Decrease {-) 
1972 - 1974 

* (6) 


Allegheny, 


,2,185 ■ 


■ 14.9 


.■ 101.2 




2,000 


8:o 




ErieJlJ. Y. 


6,204 


3 3.2 


82.0 


7, 569 


• 5,993 


/ 26.3 
» 


377 


Tar ran 


t, Tex . 


159. 


6.0 " 


86.9- 


183 


iSl \ 


1.1 


- 


Multnomah, Or eg. ' 


3'., 018 


34.5" 


100.0 


3,018 


2,872 " 


5.1 


- 


Ojionddga, N. Y. 


■ '580 


8.8 


85.3 


. 680 


65 


946.2 ■ 


^24 


Genessee, Mich. 


/ 55«- 


4*8 


8.4 • 


653' 


574 r 


13,8 




New Castle, Del , 


382 


*e.5 


79.3 


48 2 


290 


66. 2- 


134 


Lanaagtei;, Pa . ' 


194 


8.4 


111.5 ■ 


174 


• 137 


27.0 . 




Erii, pa/ 


190 


. 12.1 . \ 


106.1 


.179 , 


132 


3 5.6 


21 , 


Ingfiam 


, Mich. 




100 


6.1 


39.8 


251 


• ^54 


* -1.2 




Wasjntenaw,. . Micb . 




■l20" . 


11.3 


70.2 


: 171 


188* 


-9.1 


- 


" Cadlido, 


La. 


75 


. , 13.0. 


19.4 1 


386 


.416 


-7.2 


- 


Dai^phin, Pa. 


• 100 


6.2' ' 


91 . 7 


109 


65 


67.6 


' 31 


Fo^S^h, C. 


584 


16.1 J 


^ -60.1'. 


97 2 


737 


31.9 


68 


CaJ[nbria# Pa. 


231 ■ 


16.0 ' 


■ 100.0; 


' 231 


260 


-11.1 


- 


Jac)cson, Mich. 


92 


14.7 


33.3 


, 276 . 


104 


65.4 


92 % 




Pa, 




/ . / 


76 . 9 


65 


42 


54.8 


15 


V Butler, Pa. * , 


38 


5.6 ^ ' 


131.0 


29 


26 


; if. 5 




Tuscaloosa, Ala, 


175 


11.8 


82.2^ 


213 


134 


59.0 


^52 


•Harford County, Md . 


315 


19.6 


100.0 


315 


24 2 • 


30.2 


25 


Prince 


William, Va. 


298^^ 





98.3 


303 


213 


42.3s 


46 


'Anderson, S. C. ^ 


61- 


9.0 


30.0 


203 


206 


-1.5 




Subtotal Counties^ 


15,206 


xxxx 


81.7 


18,622- 


15,131 * 


23.1 


1,415 


TOTAL 

! f 


23,621 


xxxx 


30.3 


77j940 


65', 401 


19.? 


2,625 



NOTE: Municipalities and counties are listed in population-size order. Jurisdictions marked with an asterisk (*) 
ar» taken from the Brookings* sample. ■ ^ » 

N.C- — Nfct computed. • 

^Los Angeles allocated S647 thousand (1.1'^ of its total entitlement) to libraries, of which $306 thousand was for 
capital outlay. . ' - ^ 

2 ' ' ■ 

Seattle allocated $281 thousand {10.2% of its t^tal entitlement to libraries, of $15 thousand was for capital outlay. 

^Spokane allocated $ 266 " thousand (10.3% of its total' entitlement) to libraries, of which $15 thousand was for capital outlay. 

\ittle Rock allocated $250 thousand (12.2% of its total entitlement) to libraries, of .which $100 thousand was ^or 
capital outlay. ^ ' ■ 



Duluth allocated $96 thousand (6.1% of its total entitlement) to libraries, of which $35 thousand- was for capital 
outlay. ^ ' , ^ • • 

^Eugene allocated $107 thousand (5.9% of its total entitlement) to libraries\ of which $32 thousand was for capital 
outlay. J . . 

^Grant for library purposes to municipalities located wit>{irv the township area. 

8 ■ * ' ' 

Genessee County allocated $103 tViousand (9.9% of .its total 'entitlement) to'librarios, of which $48 thousand was for 

capital outlay. , ♦ 'V ■■; * ■ 



Prince William County allocated $488 thousand {22.0*. of its total entitlement) to libraries, of which $190 thousand 
was for capital outlay. ^ - 

■ - V* " • * 

SOURCE,' Revenue shading data from official use dAta tape. Library operation expenditure data from unpublished 



data made available by the Governments Division, Bureau of the Census. 
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Table 13 represent the difference between the ,1974 

.expenditure for current* operation and the. amount "ttiat wouli * 

.'i... .• ... . 

result from raising the 1972 amount by , 20 'percent — up * / 

to the amount of revenue sh&r;ing actually , allocated for Mibifery 

operation and maintenance ( Column 1, ijable 13), - 

The datSi for the-51 jurisdictions/ listed in T^ble 13 ' . ^ 

. ■ ■ ■ ' " . ' ^ i ' '. 

show clearly the* substitution effect of revenue sharing. 

■ . ' • " . f /■ 

Only $J.,?10 thousand — less than 15 percent of revenue 

sharing allocated to library operation and maintenance 

' . .-,'■./ ' ■ . . y 

by^the 29 municipalities in our sample actually went for * 
increased fexpdnditvire. The 2 2 counties in our sAjmple ^ 
allocated $15. 2 million f fir ' librajjyj operations (about 
two-thirds of the $23 million so aljllocated by all • ^ 

countiesf but anly $1,415 thopsand (9.3 perceht)\ went for. 
increased spending. For all 51. municipaiities and counties 
analyzed in Table 13; only $2 . 6 qiillion could be attributed 
to increased library operation and maintenance exp^|i-^ 
ture only 11 percent of the $23.6 m-ii:^ipn of the revenue , 
sharing entitlements allocated by those governments to 
library operation 'ahd^ maintenance expenditure ./ The. remaining 
^21 million simply of f set local (or state and federal) 
funds that might otherwise. have' gone to library operations. 

\. The most obvious cases of substitution are thosg* communities 

including, almost all ^of the counties , where the revenue 

t \ / ' ' ' 

sharing allocation for library operations "was a tremendous 



portion of library operation expenditure for 1974. Ifi tiine • 



of the communities the revenue sharing allocation actually ^ 

•equalled or exceeded current operatipft^exptenditure for 1974, 

— 1- - .... / > . ' • . . . . 



yet only In High Point, North Carol'ina / Harford County, ^ 

Maryland/ and ^rie ahd Lancaster CountLifes, Pennsylva-nia was 

i <' • \ . ^ ■ . ' • . 

there any apparent increase in library operation .expenditure — 

' " 11) 
and the increases were minimal. . • 

The"^ two Illinois townships in TabieNl3 (Shaumberg and ' 
New Tr:^er) do riot themselves operate libraries- ^Instead, 

they' chose to share substantial portions of their shared 

.• . ^ • 

tevehue entitlements with municipal libraries located within 

th6ir: geographic boundar iea«r^^'=^^^mber of, other townships 

'in . Illinois h^ve used portions of- their 'subsequent entitle- 

m^nts (Sthf 6th, and 7tK ent-itlements) in a similar* manner • 

Sqme, like Worth Township (in the Chic.ago metropolitan area), ' 

dijsttibute shared 'revenue to libraries on a per capita basis. 

Townships obtained broadened spending authority from the' * 

• " . . ■ . / . - - 

Illinois , legislative to enable them to do this. 



Tite 

^n four Pennsylvania count ie*s, the amount of shared revenue 
. allocated to library operfe-tiorj ar)d maintenance^ exceeded the^ 
amount of Li-br^ry 0 & M ex^^enditure reported by Census for. 
1973-74 because the two amounts relate to different fiscal 
periods. While 'the shared tevenue. amounts are for the period 
Ju^y 1, 1973- June 30, 1974,^ the expenditure amount^ in those 
.counties are for their fiscal periods that correspond to the 
calendar year 1973 (i.e., ending Dec. "31, 1973). In the 
, I -case of High Point, North .Carolina , which has a^July 1, 1973- 
June^30; 1974 fiscal year (corresponding to the shared 
revenue . fiscar period) , we can only conclude that only a 
portion of the $356 thousand reported as^ allocated^ for Jibrar 
0 & M was actually spent for that purpose (some may havje 
been spent for capital outlay) . * 

(2) • ' - ' 

Suburban Library System News (Burr Ridge, 111. 60521), ' 

Vol. 10, No. 4, May 1976. / 



The 51 municipalitijBS covered by this analysis are 
sunong the larger ones ^ — municipalities and tovmships with . 
^populations oyer 50,000, and counties, cjver 100,000. * ^ 
The extent to which the* la^g^t communities tend to substi- 
tute revenue sharing funds for their own revenue sources is 
no indication of the situation in smaller comfhunities. It' 
is generally the large xrities an{3 counties that face fiscal 
problems, and the more critical tjie situation, the nore 
likely that revenue sharing 'is absorbed into the community's 
budget. Stilly as h^s been noted, the 51 munlcipaj.ities and 
counties on our sample account for about half of the shared 
re<^^nli^ allocated to library operation and maintenance expendi 
ture. , ^ . 

Tlie Broqkings Study provides some corrpjioration of 
our findings in regard t'o the extensive suhKititution effect 
of^ shared revenue allocated to library pperation and * 
maintenance expenditure. 
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•Only 18 6f the localities in .the Brookings sample 
indicated .that they allocated some of their 1974 (4th 
entitlement) ^venue sharping funds to libraries, and of 
these f nine of the larger communities said they used 
substantial amounts for that purpose.^''"^ Of those, nine,* 
only two — Phoenix and Eugene actually reported any 
"net fiscal' effect" , as defined above, from revenue sharing 
and only Phoenix showed a larger net fiscal effect than 
its actual use ,p.ercentage (Table 15)/ 'Although Harford 
County, Maryland appeal's to have used some of its revenue 
sharing funds for library -con struct ion, according'to 
Xhe Brobkings study, the amount it reported in^its actual 

uhe report went . to maintain its current service level. 

.•■'>' 
• - . ■ 

JackSpnville, Florida is an interesting case. In its 
actual use report for 1973-7 4 it reported allocating all 
of its revenue sharing ($4^. 2. million) ^ capital- outlay, 
including only $500 for "public libraries. (According to . ' 
the Brookings researcher, however, Jacksonville allocated 
$858 thousand to library capital, outl-ary — about 20 percent 

-of its 1973-74 entitlement.) Apparently Jacksonville's 
municipal electric plant ordinarily derives sufficient 
net income from its operations to contribi^±e substantial 

'amounts to the city's operating budget. However, because 
of "^he tremendous increase in the qost of fuel (the 1974 



(1) 

See earlier section for a description of thejrookings 
methodology. .1 • ^^"^^ 

1-05, 



Table 15 



Comparison of Revenue Sharintg^ Allocations to Libraries 
(Actual Use Reports) -and New 'spending for^ibraries from 
Revenue 'Sharing (Net Fiscal Effect BrookiRgs Field 
Research EstimatesJ , 1973-1974, 9 Communtoes . 



Community 
Phoenix f Ariz. 


Actual Use 
Percentage 


Brookings Net Fiscal 
Effect Percentage 


2.6%' ' 


4-7% ^ 


Little Rockf A^-k. 


12.2 




Los* AngeleSf^Calif • 


1.1 > 




Jacksonville, Fla. 


20. S 




Baton Rouge f La. 


4.7 




Baltimore rity , Md . 


1.2 




Harford County , Md. • . 


19.6 


* 


Hamilton County, Ohio 
\ 


11.0 




Eugene f Ore. 


' 5. -8 


'3.1 



*A11 new capital expenditure froiff revenue sharing, but no breakdown 
available. Some of the capital outlay reported for fit^fcal 1974 . 
$537 thousand) was for libraries. It should be noted, however, that 
the amount reported as being allocated for libraries on the -actual 
use report ($315 thousand) , was purportedly for operation and 

•maintenance. ^ 

, Source: The Brookings* Institution , unpublished data from the revenue 
sharing monitoring project. 



/ 
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^nergy druhch) , the* contribution was reduced drastically. 

offset this revenue . loss, . the entire $858 -thousand of 
general revenue sharing -was used for the general dperating 
budget, This^ of course.^ is an example of . how a coitmiunitli^ 
liped with a fiscal crisis can use general revenue sharing 
to help avert disaster: ' . : ^ J 



. ' Siir of the^ eommunitie& listed in Table 13 are also 
\ dncjuded on the ^Brfeokings sample («ee Table 14^ .^"'^^ As has 

bej^n ' no.t,ec^^ va*ccording to the -Brookings analysis, only 
^ .Phoenix and Eugfene evidenced a net fiscal effect for 

libraries. Our analysis is * consistent; wiTth those findings: 

the entire $268 ^thousand allocaited by Phoen^ix ajipears to have 

* - • . 

gon^ f or increased library operation and ^maintenanqe . * - 

• » - ^ > ■, ■ . . ^ ^ 

expenditure^ as did a portion of-Eugene's allocation. ' ' 

' However, unlike, the Brookings analysis, ours 'indicated that 

the small amount of Los. Angeles' allpcatidn fojo library 

operations and part of Harford County's, also .w^t. to 

increa'se^ those communities' current expenditure for 

libraries. In all/ a^lmost half, ot the total allocated by 

the six Brookings communities to li*>rary operation and 

^ J* . » 

maintenance appears to have been devoted to ex^panding 
library operations. ^ ' • m 



TT) '■ ■ ^ 

These six communities are identified in Table 1 3 with an 
asterisk (*). Three communities are omitted from Table 13' 

^ because they«%llocated revenue sharing for library capital 
oiftlay, according to their official use reports — 
.Jacksonville, Baton Rouge and Hamilton County. > ' ^ 

(2) • 

One might conjecture that the mere fact a community is 
monitored by Brookings makes^ the community leadership 
particularly responsive to jservlc:e needs and .prone to use ^ 
more of their revenue sharing entitlements for enhancement. 
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Impact on capital outlay * 

, / About '40 percent of the $76 million^ shared revenue allocated 
•i:© libfafies in 1973-74 $3"0-5 million — was designated for 
-capital outlay '(see Tab^el4). How much o£ tjiis actually went , 
for the construction , of new facilities and the purchase of . 

new equipment that would not have been acquired otherwise?. 

- . > • 
How muQh was used to ayoid borrowing? 

Available data differ (considerably on the extent that » 
shared revenue is use^to avoid borrowing. Treasury - , ' 
figures indicate a rather high degree of such use; the i 
Michigan study and Brookings ^ a much lower one* It will be 
recalled *t hat, of 13,000 responses to the debt question 
in the official use reports^ 84 percent indicated revenue 
sharping enabled ^hem to ivoid some borrowing. This was 
converted by the Michigan study to a weighted "27 . 8 percent 
of total shared revenue, in contrast tOr a weighted 14*2 
percent found by the Michigan^^^tiidy (see Table 10) . The 
Br cokings,. study estimated a weighted 14.9 percent for 
borrowing avoidance (see' Table ID 9 but this was heavily ' 
affected by New Yor)c City (whichr did not report 'any ^Jloca- , 

* • ■ ^. 

tion of shared revenue for librarigs) . ^ 

^ * * ^- . < 

. ^ ' ^ - ^ 0 

Applying a conservative 15 percent to the total 

allocation for libraries ($76 millioA) would indicate that 

$10 to $11 million was used to avoid bori;owing.^ \This is 

.about one-third of the $.30.5 million shared revenue allocated 

to libraries for capital outlay. 

• ■■• • •■ ^ i . 
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According to unpublished Bureau .of the Census da\a/ 
local governments spent about $120 million for library 
capital outlay^ in 1973-74/ three-fourths of which was f^- ^ ^ 

for new construction .(about $90 million). "Undoubtedly' 
some portion of the $90 million: for library facilities 

4 Was financed by borrowing, but no data are readily 

_ available specifically on borrowing for library 
construction, < 

X * ' ^ ■■ ■ • ■■■ ■ ••■ 

Municipalities applied $18.1 miliion, or 44.5 * , 

^ percent of their' library shared revenue,^ to capital out- 
lay; pounties /applied $12.4 million, or 35.2 percent of 
their library shared revenue to capital outlay (Table 16). 
It is' safe to assume that the* smallest lAunicipalities and 
counties would have uspd the amounts allocated- for capital 
^utlaj/ to purchase equipment and to do^ome major repair 
■work in established library buildings. Indeed, it is the 
dmaller communities that .allocated the largest proportion 
of their library shared i^evenue for capital outlay. - 
Municipalities with less than '25, 000 population allocated 
54. 4 percent ($7 . 6 million)' to outlays, compared with 
44.5 percent for all municipalities. Counties in the same 
size class allocated 57.2 percent ($2.9 million) to outlay, 
compared with 35fQ^ percent for all counties, . / 
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Table Ifi"' 



General Revenue Sharimj /Mlocatcd to Public Libraries ^ 
by locarCovernMts, \ljS Population Size Class, 1973-1974 



# ^ 




f— 






Countiesi 








Municipalities 


(including Townships) 










I 

CRS allocdtpil 


1 

Pcrcoiit' of' 




rcrcont 


GRS allocated 


Percent 6. 


rcrcenc 




class 


tCc libraries 


total GRS^ 


'for : 


for 


to libraries 


total GRS 


for 


for 




(SOOGl- 


all9catit)n 


ca'pital 1 operation 


, ($000) 


allocatioT 


capital 


opera Lion 




outlay 


rnd main- 






outlay 


and main-' 








tenance 









tenance 


less than i,500 


$ 1,969 


11.3 


^ : 

63.9 


36.1 . ' 


$ 47 ' 


4.1 


69.6 


30,4 


2,500 - 4;999 


; 1,935 


9,2 


54.1 


A*" ft 

4j.9 


. 254 


8.6 


83.4 


1 C L 

lb .D 


. 5,000 - 9,999 


\ 3,013 

i 


7.8 


52.9 


47.1 


881 


5.1 ' 


45,7 


54.3 


1 

10,000 - 24,999 t 


7,073 


8.9 


52.6 


47.4 


3,920 


5.7 


57.9 


42.1 


less than 25,000 


13,995 


• 9.4 




54.4 


45.6 


5,102 


■ 5.7 


^1*1 


,42.8 


25,000 - 49,999 


5,352 


6,3 


,41.5 


53.5 


2,746 


4.7 


* 59.2 


40.8 


50,000y- 99,99» 


6,7.03 


6.2 


46.4 


53.6 


3,693 


5,4 


51.5 


48.5 


100,006 - 249,999 . 


4,762 


3.6 


62.0 


38.0 


6?^ 


7.2 


53,2 


. 46.8 


230,000 - 499,999 


2,061 


■1.9 


50.9 


49.1 


• ■• 2,845 


3.2 


21.1 


\2.3 


500.,000 - 999,999 


3,845 


2.0 


20.5 


79.5 


5,499 


6,6 


31,0 


69,0 


1,000,000 and over - 


3,856 


2.2 


7.9 


92.1 


8,942 


8.2 


-i/ 


100.0 ■ 


Total 


40,574 , 


4.2 

' ' ""7 


44.5 


55.5 


■ 35,437 


6.0 


35.2 


64.8 
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NOTE; Cover.s only those municipalities, townships and counties that allocated some of their GRS funds to public libraries; 
1/ \ Less than 0.05 percent. ^ 
Source: Computer printout of Treasury Actual-Use data for Fourth Entitlement, (1973-74). 
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Most or all of the $10.5 million allocated to capital outlay'^y 
municipalities and counties with fewerthan 25,000 inhabitants 
can be considered as new spending rather than for borrowing 
.avoidance. Few places, below 25,000 pbpulation i>Drrbw, 
and when they do, they borrow small sums from their local 
bankers. They seldom issue bonds ori the money markets . 
The fact is, of all municipal indebtedness outstanding 
in 1972 ($52.6 billion) only about 20 percent "had been ' ^ 
issued by the ^numerous municipalities of less th^n 25,000. 
population (over 95 per-cent of all municipalities have 
fewer than 25, 000 inhabitants) ^■'■^ Of all county indebtedness . 
outstanding in 1972 ($14 billion) only^ 6 .7 |ercent had 
been issued by. counties with fewer/fh^A 25,000 inhabitants 
/tkree-f if ths of all counties have fewer than 25,0Q0 in-'- 
habitants) . ... 

The "$10-11 million we estimate as substituting .for 
debt issuance would, then, be attributed to the $20 million 
of shared revenue that was applied to capital outlay by 
the larger municipalities and counties (those over 25,000 
population). it is reasonable to assume that this occurred 
in a credit crunch situation that the municipal bond market 
experienced during 1973-75 along with the rest of the economy. 



^■'■^U.S. Bureau of the Census, 197 j Census of Gove rnments. 

Vol. 4, No. 4, pp. 36-37. ' H 

12) \ 

U.S. Buraau of the Census, 1972 Census of Governmen ts. 

Vol. 4, «o. 3, p. 21. ' ■ 
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This tendency was undoubtedly fortified in the library 

area, wher6 Federal construction funds under Title IT 

of LSCA dried up completely after 1973. ^ ' . 

... . i ■ •.. ■. ' ' .' . . ■ 

I Conclusions 

' f 

Our analysis of the data leads to the conclusion 
that no more than one-third to^ one-half of the $76 million 
allocated by municipal it ieS and counties to public 
libraries resulted in increased library expenditure In 
many places revenue sharing funds undoubtedly- resulted in 
the avoidance of service cut-backs that might have been ' 
forced in the absence of such funds. Some of the .larger 
communities were able to acquire planned hew facilities V 
without having to borrow at excessive interest rates * 

• • - - \ ...... 

Despite €lie significant substitutional effects however ^ revenut 



sharing has helped libraries " indeed ^ it has helped local goveri 
ments generally - to weather a period of fiscal difficulty. It 
is significant that shared revenue allocated to the public 
library function^ in 1973-74 was almost 8 percent of that year's * 

total local expenditure for that purpose - and in many states - 

. • '\ . '■ • ■ ' , ' , ■ ■ * . ■ 

the percentage was considerably higher. 
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Thirs finding 'is not as surprising as it. appears • The ' . 
library function' is rather low|ihthe priority i scheme of the 

'V i 

local politicair strcicture, *In community af tetv community , 

faced with budgetary constraints and the needito hold dc5wn 

■ / ■ . . • • -.-^ .• - ■ 

„ . ' .• . 

property tax increases, libraries have been among the first 
candidates for retrenchment. The initial inclination of local 
governing bodies has been to avoid cuttincf back where, the 
immediate ijipact. would be "dramatic - ji?^lice and fire 'services, 
tr^jsff^ and garbage collection r social .^ervices^^and the like. * 

It is quite apparent ,^howev^ir^^P communities 
where libraries might have^ beeh^ for drastic budgetary 

. cutbacks the politicians perc^iS^d possible serious repercussions 

■ ■.,'./•••. ' .• V • ^ ' . ,-^/v^ • . - 

Supporters of public library yfifeirv ices inalude all segments of 

the population /and they c^n "be mobilized t6 wield considerable • 

• ' • -\ ; • • ■/ •' ' . ' / . , / •■' . ' 

political clout. Thusr in many"" communities faced wi^:h library . 
service cutbacKs, pfessure wasi/^^erted on the dispensers of 

shared revenue t,(^ of f set ^ the -impending withdrawal of. property 
» tax jr^evenue. ' • ; , ^ ^ * , 

The fact that revenue sharing assistance to libraries has 

'^ " / • 

been spotty cannot j^e overlooked. The reality is that the 
' graat majcririty of local libraries ha\/fe not participated In 
the revenue-sharing largesse, and the great .ma jority of* 
municipalities and counties have not allo.bated a portion 
*of their shared revenue to libraries.^ Especially those local 



11:1 

V • • 

-102- 



ERIC 



libraries that are -organized independently of general local 

* 

governments, and are therefore not eligible direct recipients 
of ghared revenue (as in Indiana and Ohio), have received 
minimal amounts. 

Revenue sharing is here to stay — at least through * 
SeptTember 30, 1980. The program which was to have expired 
on December 31st, 1976, has been renewed, effective January 
^1^ 1977. Even though the priority categories have been 
eliminated the present pattern of use may well continue, 
but the hearihg and budgetary procedures will be strengthened. 
The 'library community must come to the realization that, with 
well organized efforts it can obtain its share bf the pot - 
•even if. only as a means of avoiding service cutbacks. The 
library community must also come to the realization that/: any 
continuation of LSCA must take account of the move toward the 
use of shared r^venu? and block grants as complementary parts 
of a total federal grant system. 



:.■/ 



*» 

Sunfinary of Pindin^B and Recoinmendations 
Introduction 

When this study wasfcoimuissioned iri January 1976, there 

i t / 

were morfe than vague corfcerns .over the /theni scheduled termina- 
tion of the Library Sey/^ices and Construction Act'(LSCA) and 
the General Revenue Sirring (GRS) programs, the National Com- 
mission on Libraries Aij^ fhformation/'Science had just co^- . ' 
pleted its work/on outlining 'a national program, and a 
statute CP..S. 93-5M) authorizing a White House Conference 
on Libraries and Iw^fprmation SerVices was "enacted, but withoflt 

Jj ■ ■ 

the appropriation^ rof the necessary funds. 
' " ' ' J ' * ^ 

The scene ^as changed mar'kedly during the period of 

the study.' Eajftly in October, 1976 LSCA was funded for FY1977 

. at a level some 17 percent above FY1976, the General Revenue ' 

Sharing Program has been conl^inued until- 1980, the NCLIS 

Report : ."Toward A Natidnal Program for -^Libraries and " Information 

- ■- • It. * 

Services", has been widely distributed and discus^edf and there 
irf firm commitment for funding the White House Conference and 
to provide assistance for preparatory conferences to be held 
in each state. . ' 

For those with general or special interest in th& public, 
library .field,, these events of the past year may be uplifting 
and hold promise of a bright future. For those acquainted 
with the vagaries and hard facts of public library finance 
issues^ these recent events do. not provide basic solutions . 
to .continuing fiscal support problems-. Moreover , a different^ 
perhaps more realistic, reading of the events from the viewpoint 
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of public library finance, could be as follows; (1) LSCA 

funding was a little not^iced piece of a massive Department 

of Labor-HEW appropriations bill that was passed in the waning 

hours, of the 94th Congr^ess over a' Presidential veto; (2) 

GRS renewal had long been predicted* and , as a matter oi fact, 

is an event' more related to the upcoming Presidential election 

than to public library. fiscal support needs; (3) the NCLIS 



report on the national program is aptly entitled "Toward a 

National Program for Libraries and Information Services" and 

I 

contains a statement that there* is now no sucfi""Tt«,tional p/o^ 
gram; and (4) the White House ,Conf erencJe. is as yet" a future , 
opportunity for library service improvement. 'The event will 
:r^(juire skillful planning and preparation, as soon as funding 
'is made iV&lilable. %^ ^ ^ , 

What should be recognized both by thoie buoyed by 
optimism and those who ;see only the ' unresolved problems of 
public library finance is, that the time is propitio'us to 



addr^s these problems directly and to seek consensu^ around 
definitive , long-range solutions.-. The required extension of 
LSCA by Septem^ber 30, 1977, in its present or a revised form, 
can be a focal point for the plannirjg and definition of long- 
range goals. > >- 

S 

This study offers recommendations for changes des:^,gned to 
improve the effectiveness of the present Federal ' fiscal support 
system. The recommendations are' not in legislative language, 
but enactment of a strengthened system is the goal. The fir's t 
• step toward that^ objective is a review of studj^ f ind^^^s by 
not only NCLIS, but all organizations and mefnbers of the 
library community , government officials and outside observers. 

-las- 
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j General Findings and Conclusion / \ ^ 

The perspective and scope of this analysis of Fefleral 
funding of the public library include: /'(I) the 20 year' 

* history of LSA-LSCA^ funding in terms of the stated purpose 

of those systems and .the impact they have had on state' and local 
funding activities; (2) the enactment and performance of general 
revenue sharing as a substitute" for many categorical funding 
programs, including LSCA; and (3): an attempted fedefifiition 
of a Federal funding role under an alternative funding method,,, 
proposed as the Federal Partnership Act. . 

The general conclusion is that the Federa l funding effort 

' ^* ' * , '■ ' 

under- LS CA and the genisral revenue sharing program has been 

only moderately ef fective in assuring theWelopment of 

. Eublic library servic es throughout the nation adeguate to 

" meet present and future needs . 

Much has been accomplished' under existing programs to 
stimulate and sustain the^ public library as a vital, community- 
based informational and tfftucational institution. However, ~" 
major gaps in services still exist - particularly in rlral and 
many urban communities. The fiscal problems of citi^, are 
thwarting needed development of public library services. 
^ New technologies are increasingly available to augment accessi- 
N biiity'and us6 of library resources and should be further utilized. 
^|ie present intergovernmental funding of public libraries is 
grdasly out of balance, a disproportiqnately heavy support 
burden is carried by local governments. State funding needs I 
to be increased in many states,, and state funding systems need ' 
tt> be improved. ^ * 118 ' • * 

' r / ' ' 
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On the positive side: ' J^' ■ 

- tlxere are some; 9,000 to 10,000 public library units pro- 

viding a wide range of library and information services 
# . ■ ' • 

- total expenditures for public library services 

exceeded the $1 billion mark in 1975, reflecting almost 
a increase av^ 19^2 - a period that featured inflation 

high costs/ and- increasing local fiscal - distress (Se^ 
Table 4A) . 

• --states have accepted and moved to implement their re- 
sponsibilities fbr the comprehensive panning vital to 
the strategic development of public library services; 



7 

- states have increased^, stq^destly at least, their share 
of local public library experiditures and have developed 
a wide range of aid and grant systems to assist local 
public' library development.-, (See Table 5) , 



- an increas 



ing number- of library networks and regional 



library systifems are emerging with technical services 
designed to augment and supplement local library services 

- local jurisdictions, the level hit hardest by recent 
governmental fiscal distress, hav.e continued to allocate 
funds in amounts representing the major share of 
public library costs (See Table 5) . 

- definitive nationa^ goals* for the development of 
.library and information services have been enunciated 

by NCLISas a vital part. of a national program; movement 
toward these goals has begun. 
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other signs and portents , could be listed to show the public ^ 
.library as a institution changing to meet present day 

demands, and demonstrating the ability to sustain the funding 
commitment of governmental jurisdictions at s^te and local levels. 

The negative findings of the analysis, sxammarized below, tips 
the scale in that direction and support the descriptive term "moderate- 
ly" in the overall*cohclusion assessing the impact pf LSCA and GRS. 
(1) Using public library per capita expenditures as indica- 
tors, anral^sis shows that there are gross'* disparities - 
in library service offeifin^s at the local levpl^ 
Per capita expenditures range from less than $1.00 to 
•^over $15.00, against a median of $3.28. This disparity is 
most marked as between the 139 million citizens living 
inside SMSA's and the 64 million living in more rural 
areas. The average^ per capita expenditures of SMSA 
residents wais $6.61 in 1974 compared to $3.01 in rural 
areas i (See Tablel 1 and 2) Available data do not permit 
further breakdown of per capita expenditures within SMSA's, 
but it is known generally that tax capacity to support 
i services is increasing in suburban communitJrfes and decreasing, 
.in core cities, especially large urban centers.. Buttressing 
the overall finding of library service disparities is the 
result^^f a recent national survey made by the American 
Library Association. According to survey responses, 
chief state library officers estimated there were in 1976 
over 9 million (4.4 percent) people without any library 
service, 175 million (83.3 percent) with inadequate service, 
^and only 26 million (12.3 percent) with adequate service^ 

' (2) While expenditures for public libraries increased during 
the period 1967-1974, the increase was far smallei!' than 
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increases. for other state and locally financed services 
(scViools, health, police and recreation) The avetage annual 
rate of increase for libraries compared -unfayprably to 
Increases for the other i^rvices. Moreover, public 
libraries expenditures represented only a mir\iscule, por- 
tion f^. 55 percent) of ^combined expenditures for this 
group of services in 1967 and this percentage was pven 
low^r (.48 percent)J»in 1974. (See Table 3). *rhis findinf^, 
indicates thit public libraries are not doing well in 
the increasing competition for the local and state tax^ 
dollar. . ' , 



ined 
sts.\ 



(3) It is apparent that the bulk of the increase Tn public 

library iexpenditures fell on local government a'nd sustaine 
its disproportionately heavy share of public library cos 
On a state-by-state basigf public library expenditures 
increased in almost all stLtes between 1972 and 1975. 
Size of the increases ranged widely among states ^ from 1 
to 50 percent in a varying pattern. About half the states 
reporting indicated increases from 1-15 percent, and the * 
other half reported increases between 16 and 50 percent. 
The analysis indicates a slowdown in expenditure in- 
creases between 1974 and 1975. : (See Table 4) 

(4) The percent disti^ibution of public library costs is thus 
nowhere near a balanced intergovernmental funding system 
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recommended in, earlier studies. The oyerwhelming 
portion o*f the-»co5ts still falls on local government and' 
any relief ^ffordecj by the slight increase in the state 
share is almost J.mperceptible ; Nationally., the^states' 
share of public library expenditures incr^sed slightly 
from 10.8 percent in i972i(t:o 12.9 percent in 1975. The 
Federal share dropped from. 5.8 percent to/5.0 percent, 
• and the local. share moved only slightly .from- 83.4 to 82.1 
percent, dunirig the same period. In 1975, the local share 

of public library costs was 70 percent or ^nore in- 29 states 

0 ■ : . . 

down 3 from 1972. The number of states reporting a idcaj, 

share of 80 percent or more was 18 in 1975. - down 5 f-rom 

1972. In states for which data were available,, the state 

share of these 'expenditures increased in 29 states and , 

decreased in 10, between 1972-1975;. The Federal share' 

decreased in 28 of the 40 states for wKich data were 

available. In 24 of these states .th6 Federal share was 

less than 10 percent and in 35 states, Idsk than 15 percent.. 

Federal share percentages are higher in th 5 more Yural 



1 

hare declined 



states. On a regional basis the Federal* 
in ^ix of eight tontihental ^regions . Only the Southeast 
and Rocky Mountain Regions showed slight 'increases, 
(See Tables 5 and 5a) . 



There is a wi^e disparity in level of service, as measured 
by public library expenditure, among states and regions. " 
Per capita expenditures vary greatly and so do expenditures 
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related to income. Expenditures related to income 
declined significantly between 1972%and 1975. Per 
capita expeditures for library 'services increased on 
>a national basis from $4.38, in 19lte to $5.83 in 1975'. 
This significant increase is^ontrasted with aodecline 
in expenditures per $1,000 of personal income from 
$1.05 in 1972 to $.97 in 1975. Among the states^ ex- 
penditures per capita in 1975 ranged from $2.31 to 
$9.73. Of 40 states reporting, four had per capita ex- 
penditures between $2.00 and $2.99, 17 were between 
$3.00 and $5.00 and 19 were between $5.00 and $J0.00. 
This disparity in service levels among states was also 
reflected regionally in 1975. Per capita expenditures 
ranged from $3.01 in the Southeast Region (12^^ states) 
to $7.58 in the New England Region (6 states). 

Service disparities, in terms of effort related 
to overall fiscal capacity^ also exist among states and 
regions. Expenditures per $1,000 of personal income 
among slates in 1975 ranged from $.51 to $1. 47^ a d^.fference 
of almost 200 percent. In 26 of 40 states, expenditures 
related to income ranged between $.51 and $.98. The figure 
was above this level, but below $1.47^ in the remaining 14 
states. Between 1972 and 1975, 24 of 40 states had a 
decrease in public library expenditures per $1,000 personal 
income. Regional expenditures related to income in 1^75 
ranged from $.57 in the Southwest, Region (4 states) to 
$1.27 in the New England- Region (6 states). Expenditures 
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related to income decreased iji all regions except one 
* (Southeast) between 1972 and 1975, (See Tables 6 and 6A) 

(6) . State-aid payments for publdc library services are not 

keeping pa^e with the total of state^ payments to Ic^cal 
governmentr and the gap is widening. In 1967, state aid 
to public libraries was .33 perpent 'of all State aid. 
This figure declined to .22 percent in 1974. The average 
. annual increase in state payments to libraries between 
1967-1972 was 7.8 percent compared to 14.1 percent for 
all state payments. From 1972-74, the library figure had 
slowed to 4.7. percent, compared to 11.8 percent for all 
state payments. (See Table 7) 

(7) It is clear that LSCA has been an important stimulus 

of library service development in states and localities 
oyer the past two decades. It is equally clear that, 
^ in its present form, it is a deficient mechanism for 
the distribution of Federal funds and a weak instrument 
of Federal policy with respect to library services 
development. Major deficiencies . of the LSGA program 
include the following: 

- the level of funding has seldom been in accord 
with stated goals and objectives; ' 

- it is an unstable source of funding in that ^ 
amounts for distribution have. varied widely 
over the years, it lacks any provision for 
forward funding, and, with the advent of GRS , 
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efforts have been made to eliminate LSCA /^^ 
as a categorical funding program; 

- it is a loosely organized funding program con- . 
sisting of four titles^ two of which (Construction 
and Older Readers Services) have not been funded 
since 1973 y providing general operational and 
maintenance funds^ as well as funds for specific 
targets; 

- it is a funding program lacking an adequate 
administrative structure and the essential Federal 
guidelines^ technical assistance and monitoring 

to assist states in making effective use of available 
Federal funds; 

- the state plan device ^ required under LSCA^ has 
not been used effectively as a basis for channeling 
Federal and state funds to achieve national 
goals; there is too little effective review, and 
monitoring of Federal fund utilization in conjunc- 
tion with state comprehensive plans for library 
service development ^ and 

- because of the low funding levels and the f ragmen- 
tation of funding under various titles ^ amounts 
distributed to spates are so small as to preclude 
effective use for the strategic development of 
state-wide services. 
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(8) Under the stimulus of LSCA and state interest in public 
library development, a whole variety of state public 
library aid programs have been established*. There are,' 
nonetheless, -some states which have no fiscal assistance, 
programs for public library service development. In 
many other -states, the aid program i,s not based on 
statutes but is implemented through administrative regula- 
tion and discretionary grants. .By and large, the over- 
whelming proportion of Federal and state funds distributed 
through state-aid programs do not reflect adequately 
differential need for public library services, or 
differential capacity to support such services. 

' (9) The general revenue sharing program has proven to be an 

* ■ ■ 

effective device for the re-distribution of F^ederal tax 
revenues, but it is not an effective substitute for a 
program of fiscal aid to assist the progressive develop- 
' ment of public library services for all citizens. Of 
^ ithe. total GRS 'payments to local governments'^ in 1973-74, 
. only 1.8 percent ($76 million) was allocated for public 
library capital and operating expenses. The analysis 
indicates that no more than 1/3 to 1/2 of this $76 million 
rpsulted in increased expenditures for public library 
services. The remaining 1/2 to 2/3 of these /funds was 
used to replace local tax dollars previouslySi^sed for 
this purpose. In view of the disproportionate share of 
public library costs borne by local governments, the 

^ 126 -114- 



ERIC 



substitutional effect may be desirable; but GRS funds, 
have not provided sufficient additional f uiids. for the pro- 
gressive development' of public library services in , 
accordance with a national plan. The recent reenactment 
of GRS contains no identification of priority uses, and 
therefore libraries will lose a previously held advantage. . 

■* ■ ' • 

Design for an Iroproved Federal Funding Systepi for Public 
Libraries . ■ ^ 

The basic recommendation of this report is that the 

Library Services and Construction Act be revised and strengthened 

to be' a iQpre effective instrument of a Federal policy designed 

to assist states and localities in t^he development and equitable . 

distribution of public library and information services as part 

of a national plan. This conception is based on a redefinition 

of Federal policy for public libraries targeted specifica^y on 

the prioritized expansion of libraary services, in areas that are 

Unserved or grossly underserved. A second related target for 

these funds, is to expand |turther the development of operating 

linkages and networks to augment and supplement the services 

of existing librai^ies and library systems'. ^ 

The name of. the proposed new act might be called the Library 
and Information Services Development Act and it should implement 
a sharply focussed Federal policy with the objeqtive of creating 
a balanced intergovernmental funding system for the develop- 
ment of adequate public libreiry and information services through- 
out the nation. The proposed act should call for an elevated level 
of Federal 'funding required to achieve specif ic^evelopmental 
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goals. Estimation of total^ development "costs and the yearly . 
Federal share in the furiding of such costs should be derived 
from the national inventory of i^ibrary needs now being completed 
by ITCLIS. The program envisioned^s one in which Federal, state 
and local ^governments join in the support of a commor> effort 
focussed on development objectives defined in accordance with 
a national plan and specifically targeted state plans. The 
program should include "specific provisions to insure Federal, 
monitoring of the utilization .o^f Federal funds, aind to provide 
guidelines and assistance for states in developing and implementing 
state plans for which Federal funds are used, as well as to 
stimulate higher levels of state funding for existing and ex- 
panded services. 

The proposed act should provide for distribution ^ ^ 
of Federal funds to achieve two basic sub-objectives : (1) .the 
extension and up-grading of public library services in accordance 
with defined criteria of relative neec* for , services and relative 
fiscal ability to support such services among states and among 
areas within states; and (2) the. development and/or expansion 
of cooperative systems and network linkages not only among 
public libraries, but also between. public libraries and all other 
types of libraries and information services. Emphasis in the use 
of Federal funds under the new act should be assigned to the first 
o^ the ^ub-objectives cited above. State matching, under varying 
rates, should be required under both funding components.' The 
afct Should provide for ^dvance funding of programs and projects 
in accordance with approved state plans. 
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state matching requirements should specify the use of ^state 

revenue sources and exclude the use of local funds for this-- 

purpose. The amount of Federal funds which could be used for 

state administration- purpose should be limited. The ratio of , 

Federal to state dollars should be higher under the first of the 

<* . . > . 

two components in order to reflect a higher priority^ on the 

extension and up-grading of essential library services. Highest 

priority should be assigned the extension and up-grading of 

services^ in rural and urban areas. 

All states shoMd. be eligible for funds under the act and 
the aillocations should bfe determined for each state in . 
accordance with uniformly applied factors reflecting relative need 
for extension and development of library services^ and fiscal 
capacity to support such services^^^* Payments to sta'tes 
shoiild be based on specific state-authorized plans for the 
distribution and utilization of these funds in accordance with 
Federal guidelines. Transferability of state allocations between 
t)ie two .program components should be controlled on the basis ^ 
,of definec^ criteria. Unused allocations made available for any 
state should revert to the national fund for distribution to 
other states in accordance With established criteria of need and 
fiscal ability* 




le plan requirement cited above in connect ion., with state 

eligibility should be based on state comprehensive plans^ but 

it should also specifically describe the ways in which Federal 

funds will be utilized. Authorization of .state plans by the 
■" ^ " " * , ' * ' 

(1) For a new index to assist in detenriining state fiscal 

capacity y see Appendix. . 117 
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responsible State officer should represent a coinmitinent to use 

.State funds in plan implementation. Actual use reports should^ 

be required for monitoring purposes. Gufcelines under which ^ 

state plans are prepared should specify^ for each prt»/ect, a 

declining level of Federal support over a specified time period. 

Guidelines should^ also specify and require an adequate and qon^ 

tinuing basis of state-local fiscal support for tbe expanded 

services. ^ 

j$ ^ * ■ - ' • ' 

The act shoi^ld include a strong and definitive section 

addressed to providing adequate administration and monitoring 

► of Federal fund utilization in accordance with a national, plan. 

^ In this connection^ a strdn^hened andiperhaps elevated locus 

of authority for Federal fund adminij|tration and over^ght' ^ - 

will .be required: Th^ unit should be adeqi^ately staffed to 

provide limited high level technicaJL assistance to states in 

planning and-implementing the expansion and development of li^ 

brary services and the utilizatipn of Federal funds. ^ 
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Appendix 

State Index of Fiscal Capacity* { 

\ , . 

A new measure state-lpcal fiscal strefss has recently 
been developed by staff members of the Advisory Commission 
on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR)> which makes it *^ 
possible to" rank the states according to their "fiscal blbod 
*' pressure." ^his measure takes into account not only a state's 
ctHdo^ent fiscal (tax) effort but al|p the trend of its fiscal 
(tax) effor-t o^er time. 

The simplest and most r^adily^ available^mea^sure of tax 
effort is the ratio between a state's and its local governments' 
^ tax collections and the aggregate income of its residents. 
Resident income is used as a measure of tax capacity (the 
tax base). Because taxes are not levied entirely on income, 
'however, this measure presents some problems. For example, 
it understates^ the taxabte base of mineral-rich states and 
of: tourism, states, as well as' property-rich farm states. 
,It overstates the base of the states with obsolescent in- 
dustr*Lai plants — mostly in the Northeast and Midwest. 

To overcome these shortcojnings, the ACIR staff has 
adjusted persoi74l income data to take account of fiscal 
capacity estimates based on the yield of ;a state's tax system 
"Material for' this Appendix was taken from a soon to be published 



report: ^Legal Functional . a nd F'iscal Support Relationships 
Between P ublic Libraries and ^Public Edubation , prepared for the 
Urban Libraries Council by Government Studies & Systems. 

1 ■ * ■ ■ . ' ■ 

John Ross and John Shannon^ Measuring the Fiscal "Blood Pressure " 

the States; Some Warning Signs for our Federal System and 

Alternative Prescriptions . (Paper* presented at the Conference 

on State and Local Finance^ the University of Oklahoma^ 

Norman, Oklahoma, October 15, 1976. 
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TABLE 1 



A TWO DIMENSIONAL FISCAL PRESSURE INDEX USING ADJUSTED RESIDENT PERSONAL-' 

INCOME. TO ESTIMATE FISCAL CAPACITY 

' ^ (INDEXED ON MEDIAN) 

. • 1964-1974 



1/ 



Hiqh and Falling 




High 


and Rising 






ftiaconsin ^ 


132*/87** 


(6*f 6 ) 


New, xorK 


1^0 /ATI 


f 48 




Hawaii ' 


125/62 


(78.0) 


Massachusetts 


X4 3/ <J*i D 


f 46 


o I 


Vermont 


122/55 


(56. d) 


^ Rnode isiana 


1 0 C / 0 Q 1 


\ DO . 


3 ) 


Washington 


109/98 


(64.9) J 


Maine 


1 OH /OUfi 
1^0/ ZD U 


\ D X a 


u t 


Utah 


104/86 


CSS-. 4) 


California 


126/232 


(52. 


0) 


Arizona 


101/21 


(64.1) 


Minnesota / 


125/142 


(68. 


3) 


Colorado 


101/-13 


(54.2) 


Michigan 


.123/^78 


(55. 


8) 


Iowa 


100/3 


(58.0) 


Maryland 


122/329 


(58. 


0) 








Pennsylvania 


118/292 


• (62. 


V 






t 


Illinois 


aiV374 


(54 


.2) 








New Jersey 


114/316 


(39 


.6) 








Connecticut 


113/224 


- (49 


'd 








Mississippi 


107/175. •* 


(76 


.2) 








District of \ 
Columbia / 


105/4^6^ 












South Carolina 


J.02/195 


-(76 


.2) 






■ 


^ Indiana 


•102/llS 


(60 


.2) 








Delaware 


101/338 


(79 


.9) 



Low and Falling 




Low 


and Rising 






kansas 


99/31 


(56.7) ' 


Virgin!^. 


100/346 


.(59.5) 




New Mexico 


98/93 


(82.7) 


West Virginia 


100/116 


"(77.3) 




Oregon 


98/55 ^ 


(54^.6) 


X .Missouri 


. 96/213 


(47.9) ' 




North Carolina 




"(66.5) 


Ohio 


94/168 ' ' 


(49.2) ^ 




Louisiana 


96/^34 


^ (71.2): 


Kentucky 


94/171 


(76.0) 




Montana 


95/43 


(50.8) 


Nebraska 


90/211 


(47.^) 




^daho 


94/20 


(68.8) 


Nevada 


90/149 


'(58.*^) 




South Dakota 


94/-117 


(46^1) 


Arkansas \ / 


82/120 


(76.1) 




Georgia 


93/100 


(61.9) 










;i|^abama 


90/84 


(74.1) 








Tennessee 


80/35 


- (53.8) 










North Dakota 


86/-190 


(67.7) 










Texas 


85/64 


(57.7)* 


s ' . 








Florida 


84/90 


(J54:i) 










Wyoming 


82/70 


(54.7) 










Oklahoma 


80/15 


' (67.6) 




• 






Alaska 


81/- 17 2 


(68^4) . 










New Hampshire 


78/-30 


(40.1)' 











Source : 



.See Footnote p-^A-1. Parenthetic numbers added (data from Bureau of the 
Census* Governmental Finances in 1974-75^. . ' 'I 



* Fiscal pressure for 1974. • ► , 

♦ •The change is from 1964-74. Source: ACIR staff ^estimates based o^ .JJ.S. Department of 

Conmerce, Office of Business Economics^ Survey of Curyent Business , /various, years; 
and U.S. Bureau of the Census, Governmental Finances , various years. . 

1/. Adjusted resident personal Income is explained 'App. B of the ^loss/Shannon paper 
Numbers in parentheses represent the state percentage shar^ of state-loc^l tax collectioni 
in 1974-75. U.S. average - 56.7%'. . ^ 
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that makes average use of all its taxable resources. Table 
1 presents the results of this set of estimates by dividing 
the states into four groups based on their "fiscal blood ^ 
pressure. " Tlje 17 states in the upper right-hand quadrant 
(those with both a high current fiscal effort and a rising 
fiscal ef"fort relative to national averages) are under the 
greatest fiscal stress. The 18 states in the lower left-hand 
quadrant <"low and falling" )• ara in relatively gppji fiscal 
condition. Thus New York, with a . fiscal "blood pressure" of 
^69/477 is in dire fiscal ^straits — a fact that has been highly 
publicized in^pcent months. New Hampshire, which has made 
-a- fetish of keeping taxes (and government services) low, has 
a low fiscal "blood pressure" of 78/-30 - that is, its current 
fiscal effort is 78% of the national average and its fiscal 
effort actually has been falling relative to the national trend 

-To prdvid^ some notion as to' the locus of the fiscal 
pressures or lack of them - state vs. local - added in 
parentheses is each state's percentage of state-local tax col- 
lections. By this measjure, two-thirds of the states in the 
"low and falling" group raise ein above-average portion of 

state-local taxes at the state level. ManV of them are 

V* - 

"sunbelt" states, which are gaining population and drawing 
industry at the expense of the Northeastern and Midwestern 
^tatefs, many of which are in the "high and rising" quadrant. 
A Clumber of the states in the "low and falling" quadrant, 
where the state government tax share is high, are also among 



j5)those that already finance an above-average proportion 
of both school and library costs (e.g., N.M., N.C.f Ga. andv ^ 
Ala*. ) • Such states could presumably afford to raise th^ir 
school and library expenditures at either the, state or the 
local government levels^ Those states in the "low and falling" 
quadrant with average or below-average "state shares could 
readily increase state-level taxes to bolster state support 
for schools and libraries (e.g. , Kan. > Ore. , Mont. , S.D. , 
aAd N.H. ) . V ^ 

Seven of^the 16 states, in the "high and rising'^quadrant 
Have below-average state-level taxes (N.Y., Mass., Cal., 
Micl^ , Ill.r N.J^^and Conn.). Some of these . states, like 
New York, Michigan and j^linois already share at close-to, 
or better- than average rates in both library and school support. 
Others, like Massachusetts, California, New Jersey and Connecti- 
cut, provide below-average support for' schools and libraries. 
New Jersey, which recently enacted a state personal income 
tax will probably be able to build up its school and library 
support. Connecticut could do the same if the state were 
also. to enact a broad-based income tax. 
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